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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


Sri Sankaracarya’s great commentary on the Brabma-Sitras 
had been translated into English twice. But the non-availability 
of these translations or their high price raised the need for a 
fresh dependable translation at a moderate price. The present 
publication admirably meets this demand. 

The translator, Swami Gambhirananda, has to his credit a 
number of publications of the Ramakrishna Order. His latest 
work, a translation of Sankara’s commentary on eight principal 
Upanisads, published by us five years back, was well received 
and has been in constant demand ever since. He completed the 
translation of the Sé#tra-Bhasya three years ago, but owing to 
various difficulties we had to postpone its publication. 

The present publication has its own special features. The 
translator has given the word-for-word meaning of each apho- 
rism under its Sanskrit text, followed by a running translation, 
with additional words in brackets for clarification. In the trans- 
lation of the commentary, the texts setting forth doubts, the 
opponent’s views, objections on the latter, and the Vedantin’s 
answers have been shown separately, to facilitate easy compre- 
hension. The translation is generally based on the Ratnaprabba, 
though the Nydya-nirnaya and the Bhamati have been consulted 
occasionally. Sanskrit words have been printed with diacritical 
marks, In quoting from the Upanisads, the translator has used 
Swami Madhavananda’s translation of the Brhadaranyaka Upani- 
sad and his own translation of the Eight Upanisads referred to 
above. The other texts are translated afresh. He has also added 
notes to elucidate difficult passages. The contents have been divid- 
ed topic-wise, and an index of sétras in Sanskrit has been added 

We have made every effort to make the publication an attrac- 
tive one, and hope that it would be welcome to all lovers of 
Vedanta philosophy. A part of its sale proceeds will be spent for 
the public library run by us in Calcutta. 


Swami Vivekananda’s Birthday, PUBLISHER 
January 23, 1965 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


This work is being reprinted after seven years. Our thanks go 
to the eminent Vedantin Dr. T. M. P. Mahadevan, Director, 
Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy, University of Madras 
for writing a valuable foreword. 


January 26, 1972 PUBLISHER 


FOREWORD 


The three basic texts of Vedanta are the Upanisads, the 
Bhagavad-gita, and the Brahma-sitra. Together they are referred 
to as the prasthana-traya, triple canon of Vedanta. The Upanigsads 
constitute the revealed texts (Sruti-prasthana); they mark the 
summits of the Veda which is Sruti (the heard, the revealed). 
They are the pristine springs of Vedantic metaphysics, Vedanta 
is the name given to them because they are the end (aim as 
well as concluding parts) of the Veda (Veda + anta). The 
Bhagavad-gita comes next only to the Upanisads. It is given a 
status which is almost equal to that of the Upanisads. As embody- 
ing the teachings of Sri Krsna, and as constituting the cream of 
the Epic Mahbabbarata, the Bhagavad-gité occupies a unique 
place in the Ved§antic tradition. A popular verse compares the 
Upanisads to the cows, the Bhagavad-gita to the milk, Sri Krsna 
to the milkman, Arjuna, the Pandava hero, to the calf, and the 
wise people to the partakers of the milk. Sri Sankara describes 
the Bhagavad-gita as the quintessence of the teaching of the 
entire Veda (samasta-vedartha-sarasangraba-bbittam). As this 
text forms a part of the Mababbérata which is a Smrti (the 
remembered, i.e. a secondary text based on the Veda), it is called 
Smerti-prasthana, The third of the canonical texts is the Brabmea- 
stitra which is regarded as Nyaéya-prasthana, because it sets forth 
the teachings of Vedanta in a logical order. This work is known 
by other names also: Vedanta-sitra, since it is the aphoristic text 
on Vedanta; S4ariraka-siitra, since it is concerned with the nature 
and destiny of the embodied soul; Bhiksu-sitra, since those who 
are most competent to study it are the sannydsins, Uttara- 
mimamsa-siitra, since it is an inquiry into the final sections of the 
Veda. 

The author of the Brahma-sitra is Bidarayana whom Indian 
tradition identifies with Vyasa, the arranger or compiler of the 
Veda. A verse in the Bhamati which is Vacaspati Misra’s com- 
mentary on Sri Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma-sitra, 
describes Vyasa as the incarnation of Vigsnu’s cognitive energy 
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(Jnanasakti-avatara). In the Brahma-sitra, Badarayana-Vyasa 
strings together the leading concepts of Vedanta in an ordered 
manner. The Sutra is an exquisite garland made out of Upanisad- 
blossoms. It is divided into four chapters (adhydyas); each 
chapter consists of four parts (padas); each part has a number of 
sections (adbikaranas); and each section has one or more 
aphorisms (sutras). According to Sankara, the number of sec- 
tions is 192. The total number of aphorisms is 555. 

In the first chapter which is on ‘harmony’ (Samanvaya), 
Badarayana teaches that the Vedantic texts, taken as a whole, 
have for their purport Brahman, the non-dual Reality. Those 
passages of the Upanisads where express mention is made of 
Brahman or Atman do not present any difficulty. But there are 
other passages in which other terms are used—terms which do 
not normaly mean Brahman-Atman. In such cases, the meaning 
should be construed from the context For instance, akaSa means 
‘ether’. But in a text where it is stated that all things come out of 
akasa and get resolved into it, the expression akafa obviously 
means Brahman, which is the ground of the universe (B.S. I. 1. 
22). Similarly, in the Chandogya text, “Which is that deity? He 
said: Prana” (I. xi. 4-5), the term praya means not the vital air, 
but Brahman, because all beings are said to merge in It (B.S. I. 
1. 23). The same is true in regard to other terms such as mmanas or 
manomaya, In the Chandogya text where this term occurs, there 
is the commencing statement “All this, indeed, is Brahman” (III. 
xiv. 1-2), and also the manomaya is taught as the object of 
meditation. This can only be Brahman, and not the individual 
mind or soul (B.S. I. ii. 1). In all such cases, what determines 
the meaning of a term is not the ordinary usage, but the context, 
(Prakaranac-ca: B.S. I. ii. 10), and the construed meaning of the 
related texts (Vakyanvayat: B.S. I. iv. 19). Thus Badarayana 
shows that the Vedantic texts harmoniously teach Brahman as 
the plenary reality, the world-ground which is of the nature 
of existence-consciousness-bliss, which is the supreme object of 
meditation, and which is the final end to be realized. 

In the second chapter which is entitled ‘non-conflict’ 
(Avirodha), Badarayana discusses the objections that may be 
raised against the metaphysics of Vedanta. The principal objector 
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is the follower of the Samkhya system. Great attention is 
paid to the Sarmkhya because it comes very close to Vedanta. 
If the Samkhya view is shown to be untenable, it follows that 
the other views which are more remote are unacceptable. 
For instance, it is declared (B.S. II. i. 3) that the view of the 
Yoga of Pataifijali stands refuted when it has been shown that the 
Samkhya view is unsound. Taking its stand on logic, the Samkhya 
argues that Pradhana or Prakrti is the cause of evolution. 
Employing the same logic, the Vedantin shows that Pradhana 
cannot account for the world-evolution. There is observed design 
in the world. This would be inexplicable if Pradhina were to 
be the cause. How can the inert Pradhana have a sense of 
design, or even the will to create? Also, why and how it begins 
to evolve, and why and how it ceases from evolving, it is not 
possible to say; for, since Pradhana is not-intelligent, there should 
be either perpetual evolution or dissolution, And, any intelligent 
purpose is out of place; there would be only a blind process or 
movement without an end (B.S. II. ii. 1-6). The Vaisesika system 
traces the world to primary atoms, posits adrsta as the unseen 
power responsible for bringing the atoms togethcr or for separat- 
ing them. This view fares even worse than the Samkhya theory. 
Whether as located in the atoms or in the souls, the unseen 
potency cannot move the atoms because it is unintelligent even 
as the atoms are. There are other attendant defects in the system 
which cannot be remedied. The most serious of these difficulties 
is that the Vaisesika believes that from the partless atoms, the 
things of the world with parts arise (B.S. II. ii. 11-17). There 
are realistic as well as idealistic schools in Buddhism. All things 
are aggregates, according to Buddhism: there is nothing like 
substantiality. For the realistic schools, there are two kinds of 
aggregates, the internal and the external. But, consistent with 
the other Buddhist doctrine of momentariness, how aggregation 
can take place at all passes one’s understanding. There is a 
processor of successive moments: but how are the moments 
related? What connection is there between what precedes and 
what succeeds? These questions remain unsolved (B.S. II. ii. 18 
ff). For the Buddhist idealist, there is no extra-mental reality; 
ideas are things; what is real is a series of momentary ideas. This 
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view also is untenable. The appearance of ideas is sought to be 
explained as brought about by residual impression. But, how can 
there be residual impression if there are no external things. So, 
says Badaradyana, the Buddhist view is totally unintelligible 
(Sarvatha-anupapattib: B.S. Il. ii. 32). The Jaina philosophy 
seeks to combine opposites such as permanence and change, 
identity and difference. The obvious criticism of such a view 
would be: how could one and the same thing possess contradic- 
tory attributes? There are other doctrines, too, of Jainism which 
are unacceptable, e.g. that the soul has variable size. And so, the 
Jaina position has to be rejected (B.S. II. ii. 33 ff). 

According to Vedanta, as we have seen, Brahman is the world- 
ground, the sole and whole cause of the world. Some theistic 
schools do not subscribe to this view. They hold that God is 
only the efficient cause who fashions the world out of extraneous 
matter which is co-eternal with him. This view is not sound, 
because God would then become limited and finite (B.S. II. it. 
37); and a limited God is no God at all. The world appears 
from Brahman, stays in it, and gets resolved into it. This does 
not involve any effort on the part of Brahman. The so-called 
creative activity is like sport (B.S. II. i. 33). The milk-turning- 
into-curds example (B.S. II. i. 24) is useful for realizing that 
there is no need for an external agency for world-appearance, 
that creation is not production de novo. A better analogy would 
be to compare the non-evolution and evolution of the world 
to the folded and spread out states, respectively, of a piece of 
cloth (B.S. II. 1, 19). The truth is that the world is not separate 
from Brahman; it has no independent existence. The effect is 
non-different from the cause. In other words, the effect is appear- 
ance, the cause alone is real (B.S. II. i. 14). 

What is the status of the individual soul? Is it a product of 
Brahman? The view of the Paficaratra school that the soul is 
produced from God is rejected by Badarayana. The soul which 
is eternal cannot be what is originated (B.S. II. ii. 42). The soul 
is to Brahman as reflection is to prototype (B.S. II. iii. 50). It 1s 
the soul that is the subject of transmigration, the agent of action, 
the enjoyer of the fruit of action, the being that strives for 
release and eventually gains it. 
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In the third chapter of the Brahma-siitra, Badarayana discusses 
the means to release, sadhana. The Carvaka view that there is no 
soul apart from the body is unsound, If consciousness is an 
attribute of the body, why is it that a dead body is not con- 
scious (B.S. III. iii. 53-54). So, one must admit that the soul is 
non-material, non-physical, which does not perish with the 
decease of the body. After physical death, the soul may go 
along either the path of the gods (devaydana) or the path of the 
fathers (pitryana), carrying along with it the subtle parts of the 
elements and the sense-organs, etc., that had formed the ingredi- 
ents of its constitution. If the soul had performed the appropriate 
meditations, it goes along the path of the gods and reaches 
Brahma-loka. If it had done the necessary sacrificial rites, it goes 
along the path of the fathers. There is also a third place men- 
tioned in the Sdstras: the souls that are not fit to pursue either 
of the two paths referred to attain the status of tiny, continually 
revolving creatures which are born and which die (B.S, III. 1. 
17). The souls that are bound for the other two paths also except 
in the case of those which have realized Saguna (Qualified) 
Brahman, have to return to the world of mortals, as soon as their 
merit is exhausted. Similarly, the souls which go to the nether 
worlds have to come back after their evil deeds have been 
accounted for. The texts describe the process by which-all this 
happens. They give details regarding the re-entry of the soul 
into the mother’s womb and its re-embodiment. The various 
states through which the embodied soul passes are also explained: 
states such as waking, dream, and deep sleep. The migration of 
the soul goes on until it gets released through the realization of 
the non-dual Brahman. 

Brahman in itself is devoid of attributes, devoid of any form 
(Aripavad-eva hi tat-pradbanatvat: B.S. IIl. ii. 14). In some 
passages of the Upanisads, it is true, attributes are ascribed to 
Brahman. But this ascription is for the sake of meditation 
(upasana). Just as light which has no form appears to be endowed 
with different forms because of the objects which it illumines, 
Brahman which has no attributes appears as if endowed with 
attributes on account of the limiting adjuncts (B.S. III. ii. 15). 
Brahman is the non-dual pure consciousness. It appears as if 
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many, even as the one sun gets reflected diversely in the different 
vessels containing water (B.S, III. i. 18). When the adventitious 
conditions fall off, it will be realized that Brahman is the non- 
dual Absolute. In itself it is unconditioned and unsullied. In 
order to convey this truth, the Upanisads adopt the negative 
mode of instruction (B.S. III. ii. 22-23): Brahman is “not thus; 
not thus” (Br. II. ii. 6). 

The soul is non-different from Brahman. Because of nescience, 
it imagines that it is different. When nescience is removed 
through knowledge, the soul realizes the truth of non-difference 
(B.S. ILL. ii. 26). Scripture also denies difference (Pratisedhac-ca : 
B.S. III. ii. 30). And it prescribes meditation known as vidyds 
for enabling the soul to realize its non-difference from Brahman. 
The meditations, although many, have one and the same purpose 
(B.S. III. ii. 1). What the nature and content of a particular 
meditation are should be determined carefully with reference 
to the context in which it is taught. In two different Upanisads, 
for instance, the name may be the same, but the meditations may 
be different. In some other cases, the names may be different, 
but the meditation may be the same. In regard to some medita- 
tions, the details may be given in bits in different places. The 
sadhaka must piece them all together in order to be guided in 
his practice. And it is not necessary that one should practise all 
the Vidydas. Any one of them will be enough for gaining the goal 
(B.S. Ill. iii. 59). The vidyas are meditations on the Saguna 
Brahman. Therefore, the one who practises them goes, after 
death, along the path of the gods, and eventually secures release 
(B.S. III. iii. 29). It is only the knower of Nirguna (Non-quali- 
fied) Brahman that does not go along any eschatological path; 
he attains Brahman here. 

Sannyasa is a recognized 4frama, it is prescribed even as the 
other three are. The sannydsins have no need to perform ritual; 
they are eligible to pursue the path of knowledge. They have 
no other obligation such as tending the sacred fires (B.S. III. iv. 
25). The sacrificial rites are intended only for those who have 
studied the Veda and are instructed in the ritual techniques, and 
who have not yet gained eligibility for knowledge. Works, when 
performed with some end in view, bring in their respective 
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results. These results may pertain to this world and to the next. 
But, when duties are done without any motive for fruits, they 
serve to purify the mind and make it fit for pursuing the path 
of knowledge. The seeker after knowledge must endeavour to 
possess such virtues as calmness, equanimity, self-control, etc. 
(B.S. III. iv. 27). These virtues are necessary for turning the 
mind inward in search of the true Self. Endowed with the 
cardinal virtues, one follows the path of knowledge and gains 
the goal which is release, moksa (B.S. III. iv. 1). Moksa is not a 
post mortem state. It is the eternal nature of the Self, and is 
realized the very moment the veil of ignorance is lifted. So, 
what is required is the removal of the obstacle that bars the way 
(B.S. HI. iv. 51). In moksa itself there are no differences of 
grade or kind. What is referred to as the state of release is nothing 
but Brahman (B.S. III. iv. 52). 

The last chapter of the Brahma-sitra is on ‘the fruit’, Phala. 
The one who meditates on Saguna Brahman, as was mentioned 
earlier, goes along the path of the gods, after physical death, 
carrying along with him the subtle body which lasts till release 
is gained (B.S. IV. ii. 8). The soul of the one who has realized 
Saguna Brahman reaches the region of the heart, and then departs 
through the susummnd-nadi (B.S. IV. ii. 17). Leaving the body, 
the soul travels along the rays of the sun, and goes to Brahma-loka 
(B.S. IV. i. 18). During this journey, various deities take charge 
of the soul, and conduct it along the path of the gods. After 
reaching Brahma-loka, the soul gets identified with Saguna 
Brahman. And, when that Joka is destroyed at the end of the 
kalpa, the soul realizes Nirguna Brahman, which is release (B.S. 
IV. iti. 10). As we have already seen, the one who follows the 
path of knowledge gains release in this very life. His pranas do 
not depart; they get resolved even here (B.S, IV. ii. 12). On 
Brahman-realization, one is freed from all sin (B.S. IV. i. 13). 
The one who is released in this life is called a Jivan-mukta. His 
body continues till the Pra@rabdha \asts. Prarabdha is the karma 
which has begun to fructify and is responsible for the present 
body. That the body of the Jivan-mukta continues till Prarabdha 
lasts is stated only from the standpoint of those who are yet un- 
released. The truth is that for the mukta there is no body at all. 
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The knower of Brahman realizes the absolute non-difference 
from Brahman (Avibbagab : B.S. IV. ii. 16). Wher one has gained 
release, there is no more involvement in samsara, no more return 
to the cycle of birth and death (Amdavrttib: B.S. IV. iv. 22). 

We have now had a conspectus of the teaching of the Brahma- 
sitra in the light of Sankara’s commentary thereon. Sankara’s 
bhasya is the earliest extant commentary on Badarayana’s text. It 
is celebrated for its lucidity and depth (prasanna-gambhira). 
There must have been commentaries before Sankara; but none 
of them has come down to us. Several commentators came after 
Sankara. Among them are Bhaskara, YadavaprakaSa, RamAnuja, 
KeSava , Nilakantha, Madhva, Baladeva, Vallabha, and Vijiiana 
Bhiksu. They differ from Sankara on certain moot points, But 
all of them have been influenced, knowingly or unknowingly, 
by Sankara’s commentary which has served as the model. In 
the Sankara tradition itself there have appeared several commen- 
tarial works. On Sankara’s bhasya, Vacaspati wrote the Bhamati, 
which was followed by the Kalpataru, and the Parimala. Simi-. 
larly, Padmapada wrote the Paficapadika on Sankara’s bhdasya; 
and this was followed by the Viwarana, and the Tattvadipana. 
These are but a few of the annotations and glosses on Sankara’s 
great bhasya. 

Padmapada, one of the direct disciples of Sankara offers this 
obeisance to his master and the bhasya: 


yadvaktramanasasarah-pratilabdhajanma 
bhasyaravindamakarandarasam pibanti, 

praty asamunnukba-vinitavine yabbringa 
tan bbasyavittakaguriin pranato’smi mirdhnia. 


“I bow my head before Sri Sankara, the preceptor of the humble 
disciples who are renowned for their knowledge of the bhasya 
and who drink the nectar flowing from the bhasya-lotus which 
owes its origin to the mdanasa-lake of Sri Sankara’s mouth and 
who, like the bees, are eagerly lifting up their faces from all 
quarters.” 

Appayya Diksita sings the praise of the great teaching thus: 
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adhigatabhida ptrvacaryanupetya sabasradha 
saridiva mahibhedan samprapya Sauripadodgata, 
jayati bhagavatpada-srimanmukhambuja-nir gata 
qananabarani siktib brahmadvayaikaparayana. 


“The great teaching which issues from the lotus-face of the 
Bhagavatpada, which has the non-dual Brahman as its primary 
import, which destroys phenomenal existence and which, while 
admitting of several interpretations by the (numerous) ancient 
preceptors, exists in all its grandeur, in the same way as the 
river Ganga which, issuing from the foot of Visnu, assumes 
different courses on reaching different lands.” 

There are a few English translations available of the Brahma- 
siitra with Sankara’s commentary. The earliest to appear was the 
one by George Thibaut, The merits of the present translation 
have been pointed out in the Publisher’s Preface to the first 
edition. That a second edition has been called for itself shows 
how useful Swami Gambhiranandaji’s translation has been. This 
is a faithful and helpful rendering of a work which is of peren- 
nial and profound interest. The second edition will be welcomed, 
like the first, by the students of Vedanta in the English-speaking 
world. 


T. M. P. Mahadevan 


Director, Centre of Advanced Study 
January 5, 1972 in Philosophy, University of Madras 
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CHAPTER I 


SAMANVAYA—RECONCILIATION THROUGH 
PROPER INTERPRETATION 


SECTION I 


Preamble: It being an established fact that the object and 
the subject,! that are fit to be the contents of the concepts “you” 
and “we” (respectively), and are by nature as contradictory as 
light and darkness, cannot logically have any identity, it follows 
that their attributes can have it still less.2 Accordingly, the 
superimposition of the object, referable through the concept 
“you”, and its attributes on the subject that is conscious by 
nature® and is referable through the concept “we” (should be 
impossible), and contrariwise the superimposition of the subject 
and its attributes on the object should be impossible. Neverthe- 
less, owing to an absence of discrimination between these attrib- 
utes, as also between substances, which are absolutely disparate, 
there continues a natural human behaviour based on self-identifi- 
cation in the form of “I am this’* or “This is mine”.® This 
behaviour has for its material cause an unreal nescience and man 
resorts to it by mixing up reality with unreality as a result of 
superimposing® the things themselves or their attributes on each 
other. 


1Non-Self or matter, and Self or Consciousness, respectively. 

2The attribute of matter is insentience, and of the Self, Consciousness. 
These attributes cannot have any relation of identity or non-difference. 

*'Which witnesses the intellect etc. 

‘For instance, “I am this body”, where the body as such is superimposed 
on the Self, conceived of as “I”. Or “This body is I’, where a relationship 
with the Self is superimposed on the body. 

-' For instance, “This is my body”, where the attributes of the body are 
superimposed on the Self. In the first case (previous f. n.) the separateness 
of the body and Self is forgotten; in the latter they are kept apart, but 
the attributes get mixed up. 

*The phrases “by mixing up” and “as a result of superimposing” mean 
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If it be asked, “What is it that is called superimposition?” — 
the answer is: It is an awareness, similar in nature to memory, 
that arises on a different (foreign) basis as a result of some past 
experience.” With regard to this, some say that it consists in the 
superimposition of the attributes of one thing on another.® But 
others assert that wherever a superimposition on anything occurs, 
there is in evidence only a confusion arising from the absence of 
discrin.ination between them.® Others say that the superimposi- 


the same thing. The implied sequence points out the chain constituted by 
superimposition, its impression on the mind, and subsequent superimposi- 
‘tion, which succeed one another eternally like the seed and its sprout. 

7Or the interpretation is: “It is somewhat like a recollected thing 
emerging from the impression of some past experience.” The two inter- 
pretations are from the points of view of subjective and objective 
awareness. | 

®Four alternative theories follow successively. Of these the first two 
—Anyathakbyati and Atmakbyati—are comprised within the present 
view. According to Anyathakbydati, subscribed to by the Nyiya- 
VaisSesika schools, we have at first a vague awareness of “this” with regard 
to the rope in front. As the mind is not satisfied with this alone, it craves 
for a distinct perception. But some defect in the cognizer, his instruments 
of perception, or environment debars this, at the same time that the 
similarity of the rope and the snake calls up the memory of the latter. 
This memory conjures up the visual perception of the snake, and so the 
“this” is apprehended as “This is a snake”. According to some Buddhists 
who hold the Anyathakhyati theory of error, the “this” of the externally 
perceivable rope is superimposed on the mentally present snake to form 
the erroneous judgment, “This is a snake”. Their psychological explana- 
tion is this: It may so happen that owing.to the past impression inhering 
in consciousness, there may be a simultaneous flow of the consciousness 
of the external “this” and the internal snake, in which case the two get 
mixed up. The Buddhists call this Atmakbyati. 

°This view of Akbyati is held by the followers of Prabhakara, who 
assert that there is no such thing as erroneous knowledge, for a contrary 
supposition will paralyse human action by raising doubt at every turn as 
to whether a particular cognition is valid or not. In a case of so-called 
error, we do not really have a single cognition, but two, though we err 
by failing to recognize the difference between the two. On the one side 
we have the knowledge of the “this” in its absoluteness, occurring in the 
judgment “This is nacre”. The nacre fails to come within the range of 
cognition owing to some defect in the factors concerned and some 
similarity between nacre and silver, because of which latter fact, the 
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tion of anything on any other substratum consists in fancying 
some opposite attributes on that very basis.1° From every point 
of view, however, there is no difference as regards the appear- 
ance of one thing as something else. And in accord with this, 
we find in common experience that the nacre appears as silver, 
and a single moon appears as two. 

Opponent : How, again, can there be any superimposition of 
any object or its attributes on the (inmost) Self that 1s opposed 
to the non-Self!! and is never an object (of the senses and 
mind)? For everybody superimposes something else on what 1s 
perceived by him in front;}2 and you assert that the Self is 
opposed to the non-Self and is not referable (objectively) by 
the concept “you”. 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is: The Self is not absolutely 
beyond apprehension, because It is apprehended as the content 
of the concept “I”; and because the Self, opposed to the non- 
Self, is well known in the world!* as an immediately perceived 
(1.e. self-revealing) entity. Nor is there any rule that something 
has to be superimposed on something else’ that is directly per- 
ceived through the senses; for bovs superimpose the ideas of 
surface (i.e. concavity) and dirt on space (i.e. sky) that is not 
an object of sense-perception. Hence there is nothing impossible 
in superimposing the non-Self on the Self that is opposed to it. 

This superimposition, that is of this nature, is considered by 
the learned to be avidyd, nescience.1* And the ascertainment of 


contact between the eyes and the nacre calls up to memory the silver 
seen in a shop, But the silver is remembered not in association with its 
time and locality, but simply as silver. So the two cognitions of “this” and 
silver synchronize, at the same time that their difference is not .appre- 
hended. This non-perception of difference prompts certain reactions in the 
perceiver. 

This view of Asatkhyati is held by the Buddhist Nihilist, according 
to whom, the non-existing silver appears on the non-existing nacre. 

" Pratyak-atma is interpreted by Ratnaprabha as that (Existence- 
Knowledge-Bliss Brahman) which stands opposed to non-existence, insenti- 
ence, and sorrow (i.e. sorrowful ego etc.). 

* As an object, directly perceived through the senses. 

“The Self is known as “I” to all people, learned or ignorant, and 
nobody has any doubt as to this. 

“Since it is a product of nescience and is sublated by vidya (illumina- 
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the nature of the real entity by separating the superimposed 
thing from it is called vidya (illumination). This being so,'* 
whenever there is a superimposition of one thing on another, 
the locus is not affected in any way either by the merits or 
demerits of the thing superimposed. All forms of worldly and 
Vedic behaviour that are connected with valid means of 
knowledge and objects of knowledge start by taking for granted 
this mutual superimposition of the Self and non-Self, known as 
nescience; and so do all the scriptures dealing with injunction, 
prohibition, or emancipation. 

Opponent : How, again, can the means of valid knowledge, 
such as direct perception as well as the scriptures, have as their 
locus a cognizer who is subject to nescience?!® 

The (Vedantin’s) answer is: Since a man without self-identifica- 
tion with the body, mind, senses, etc., cannot become a cognizer, 
and as such, the means of knowledge cannot function for him; 
since perception and other activities (of a man) are not possible 
without accepting the senses etc. (as his own); since the senses 
cannot function without (the body as) a basis; since nobody 
engages in any activity with a body that has not the idea of 
the Self superimposed on it; since the unrelated Self cannot 
become a cognizer unless there are all these (mutual superim- 
position of the Self and the body and their attributes on each 
other); and since the means of knowledge cannot function 
unless there is a cognizership; therefore it follows that the 
means of knowledge, such as direct perception as well as the 
scriptures, must have a man as their locus who is subject to 
nescience. 

Moreover, there is no difference (of the learned) from the 
animals (in regard to empirical behaviour). Just as animals and 


tion). The commentary refers to superimposition, which is a product of 
Maya, rather than to Maya itself, because the latter is a source of evil in 
its derived forms and not in its unevolved states, e.g. sleep, whereas 
superimposition is directly so. 

* Since superimposition is a product of nescience. 

1 1f the Self, with the superimposition of “I” on It, be subject to igno- 
rance, then the instruments of knowledge and scriptures, depending on It, 
become vitiated and lose their validity. 
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others turn away from sound etc. when these appear to be 
unfavourable after their ears etc. come in contact with them, 
and they move towards these when they are favourable; and 
just as by noticing a man approaching them with a raised stick, 
they begin to run away thinking, “This one wants to hurt me”, 
and they approach another carrying green grass in his hands, 
similarly even the wise are repelled by the presence of strong, 
uproarious people with evil looks and upraised swords, and are 
attracted by men of opposite nature. Therefore the behaviour 
of men with regard to the means and objects of knowledge is 
similar to that of animals. And it is a familiar fact that the 
animals use their means of perception etc. without discrimina- 
tion (between the body and the Self). From this fact of 
similarity, the conclusion can be drawn that so far as empirical 
behaviour is concerned, the use of the means of perception by 
the wise is similar to that of lower animals, (it being a result 
of superimposition). Of course, it is a fact that a man acting 
intelligently does not acquire the competence for scriptural] 
duties unless he has a knowledge of the relationship of his soul 
with the next world. Still (a knowledge of) the absolute Reality, 
that is the Self, is not a prerequisite for such a competence; 
for It (i.e. Reality) has no relevance here, and It is opposed to 
such competence,?? inasmuch as It is beyond hunger and thirst, 
free from such differentiation as Brahmana, Ksatriya, ‘etc., and 
is not subject to birth and death. And the scriptures, which are 
operative before the dawn of the real knowledge of the Self, 
cannot transgress the limits of their dependence on people 
groping in ignorance. To illustrate the point: Such scriptural 
injunction as “A Brahmana shall perform a sacrifice” can 
become effective only by taking for granted various kinds of 
superimposition of caste, stage of life, age, condition, etc. And 
we said that superimposition means the cognition of something 
as some other thing. Thus in accordance as one’s wife, children, 
or other relatives are hale and hearty with all their limbs intact, 


“For empirical activities, a vague idea about one’s soul is quite enough, 
and no knowledge of the absolute Self is needed. On the contrary, when 
one knows the absolute Self, one loses all kinds of self-identification, and 
therefore actions become impossible. 
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or as they suffer from the loss of those limbs, one thinks, “I 
myself am hale and hearty” or “I myself am injured”; thus one 
superimposes external characteristics on the Self. Similarly one 
superimposes the characteristics of the body when one _ has 
such ideas as “I am fat”, “I am thin”, “I am fair’, “I stay”, 
“I go”, or “I scale”. So also one superimposes the attributes 
of the senses and organs when one thinks, “I am dumb”, “I 
have lost one eye”, “I am a eunuch”, “I am deaf”, or “I am 
blind”. Similarly one superimposes the attributes of the internal 
organ, such as desire, will, doubt, perseverance, etc. In the same 
way, one first superimposes the internal organ, possessed of the 
idea of ego, on the Self, the witness of all the manifestations of 
that organ; then by an opposite process, one superimposes on 
the internal organ etc. that Self which is opposed to the non- 
Self and which is the witness of everything. Thus occurs this 
superimposition that has neither beginning nor end but flows 
on eternally, that appears as the manifested universe and its 
apprehension, that conjures up agentship and enjoyership, and 
that is perceived by all persons. In order to eradicate this source 
of evil and in order to acquire the knowledge of the unity of 
the Self, is begun a discussion (after the study) of all the 
Upanisads. We shall show in this discussion about the nature 
of the embodied soul, that this is the purport of all the 
Upanisads. 


Topic 1: DELIBERATION ON BRAHMAN 


This is the first aphorism in the scripture which deals with the 
ascertainment of the meaning of the Upanisads and which 1s 
sought to be explained by us. 


TATA FRISAATAT WLU 


aq Thereafter aq: hence gaj-faarat a deliberation on Brahman. 


1. Hence (is to be undertaken) thereafter a deliberation on 
Brahman. 


The word atha (thereafter) is used in the sense of “sequence”, 
and not “commencement”; for brahma-jijidsa is not a thing 
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that can be commenced.!® And the meaning ‘“auspiciousness”’ 
cannot enter syntactically into the purport of a sentence. 
Besides, the word atha, even when used in some other sense, 
serves the purpose of auspiciousness from the very fact of its 
being heard.!® If it implies the anticipation of something coming 
later by something broached earlier, then this does not differ in 
effect from causality?° (i.e. sequence). 

The meaning of “sequence” being taken for granted, one has 
to mention that earlier thing which is a prerequisite for a 
deliberation on Brahman, just as much as a deliberation on reli- 
gious rites (or dceds) depends invariably on an earlier study 
of the Vedas. The mere fact of the study of the Vedas cannot 
be the prerequisite sought for here, since this is a common factor 
(in both the cases of deliberation on Brahman and religious 
rites). 

Opponent: A previous understanding of the religious rites 
can be accepted here as the special factor (leading to the deli- 
beration on Brahman). 

Vedantin : Not so, since it 1s logically possible for a man who 
has studied the Upanisads to undertake a deliberation on 
Brahman even without deliberation on the religious rites. And 
no sequence is meant here between these two like the procedural 
arrangement in the matter of taking up the heart etc., where 
an order is sought to be enjoined;?! for there is no proof either 


8 Brabma-jijnasa literally means a wish to know Brahman. A wish follows 
spontaneously from the knowledge that something is achievable by effort, 
and that when achieved, it will lead to desirable results. Thus a wish 
cannot be begun like a pot, for instance. So by implication the phrase 
means “a deliberation on (the nature of) Brahman”; and to complete the 
sentence, we have to supply “is to be undertaken”. According to this 
interpretation also, atha cannot mean commencement, that idea being 
implied in the verb itself that has to be supplied (f. n. 26). 

* Like the auspicious sound of a conch. 

”® Purva-prakrta-apeksé may mean the broaching of a later topic by 
Presupposing something broached earlier, as for instance in enumeration. 
But this meaning is inadmissible, since nothing is broached before this 
aphorism. Or it may mean the anticipation of a later factor by the former. 
But in that case we come to causality. 

2The word avadana means the cutting off of a limb of the sacrificial 
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establishing any relation between these two like that between 
the whole and its parts, or showing any derivative competence 
(i.e. competence in one thing derived from the competence 
in something else).22 Moreover, the deliberations on virtuous 
deeds? and Brahman differ as regards results and objects of 
inquiry. Virtuous deeds have secular prosperity as their results; 
and these depend on the performance (of some rites etc.). But 
the knowledge of Brahman has emancipation as its result, and it 
does not depend on any other performance. Besides, a virtuous 
deed that has to be inquired into is a thing still to be accom- 
plished, and it is not present at the time of its acquaintance 
(from scriptures etc.), for-it has to depend on human effort for 
its emergence. On the other hand, the Brahman to be inquired 
into here is a pre-existing entity; and It is not dependent on 
human effort, since It is eternally present. Besides, there is a 
difference in the mental reactions aroused by the Vedic texts 
(in both the cases). The Vedic texts imparting knowledge about 
virtuous deeds make their purport clear to people while 
engaging their attention to the deeds enjoined,2* whereas the 


animal for offering as an oblation. Annotators interpret it as “taking up”. 
The text is: Hrdayasya agre avadyati atha jibvayab atha vaksasab. Now 
these limbs cannot be taken up simultaneously; and so an order has to be 
followed, which is made clear by the text by using the word atha in the 
sense of “then”. 

= Sesin is the whole (or principle) and Sesa a part (or subsidiary). The 
two deliberations are not related that way; nor is there any derivative 
competence, as when a man becomes competent to perform the Soma 
sacrifice by virtue of his having performed the Darsa-Pirnamisa sacrifice. 
The performer of the sacrifice is the same person where cither of these two 
relations is in evidence. But as both these are ruled out here, the persons 
undertaking the rwo kinds of deliberation can well be different. 

*“A deed is held to be dharma that has no association with undesirable 
consequence even from the standpoint of its result, it being the cause of 
bliss alone” (Sloka-vartika, 1.1.2, 268-269). 

* An injunction gives rise to its meaning in the mind of a hearer, which 
leads the hearer to think first, “This text wants me to act in a certain 
way”, and then, “I should act in a certain way in accordance with this 
injunction”, the second thought being prompted by a desire for the result 
(e.g. heaven). Then he learns about the form of the rites leading to the 
result, as also their instruments, accessories, subsidiary acts, etc. Thus 
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Vedic texts speaking of Brahman give rise only to Its knowledge. 
Since knowledge is not a product of injunctions, a man is not 
impelled to know, just as for instance, he is not in his acquisition 
of knowledge through a contact of the eye with some object.?5 

Therefore something has to be pointed out as the prerequisite 
after which it is taught that the deliberation on Brahman can 
proceed. 

The answer is: They are discrimination between the eternal 
and the non-eternal; dispassion for the enjoyment of the fruits 
(of work) here and hereafter; a perfection of such practices as 
control of the mind, control of the senses and organs, etc.; and a 
hankering for liberation. Granted the existence of these, 
Brahman can be deliberated on or known even before or after 
an inquiry into virtuous deeds, but not otherwise. Therefore by 
the word atha is enjoined the succession to a perfection of the 
practices mentioned here. 

The word atab (hence) implies causality. Since in such texts 
as, “To illustrate the point, just as the enjoyable things earned 
through work get exhausted in this world, so also do the 
enjoyable things in the other world that are earned through 
merit” (Ch. VIII. 1. 6), the Vedas reveal that the Agnihotra 
sacrifice etc., which are the means for the achievement of higher 
things, have evanescent results; and since in such texts as, “The 
knower of Brahman attains the Highest” (Tai. II. i), the Vedas 
show in a similar way that from the realization of Brahman 
follows the highest human objective (viz liberation), therefore 
one should undertake a deliberation on Brahman after a perfec- 
tion of the practices mentioned earlier. 

Brabma-jijnasa means a deliberation on Brahman.?® And 
Brahman is that which will be defined hereafter as “That from 


from the two kinds of thought follows the knowledge about the virtuous 
deeds, and then action. 

Just as we see through our eyes, so also we know Brahman through 
such Vedic texts as, “This Self is Brahman” (Mi. 2). Vedic texts are thus 
valid means of knowledge just like direct perception. 

The literal meaning is “wish to know Brahman”; but by implication, 
the meaning is, “for getting a direct knowledge of Brahman one should 
undertake a deliberation on the Upanisadic texts”. “Wish” figuratively 
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which the universe has its birth etc.” (B. S. I. i. 2). Hence there 
should be no misinterpretation of the word in the sense of the 
Brahmana caste etc. The sixth case-ending occurring after 
Brahman (when the compound is split up) is used in the 
accusative sense, and not in the sense of mere relation; for a 
wish to know presupposes a thing wanted to be known,?? and 
no other thing to be inquired into has been indicated. 

Opponent : Even if the sixth case-ending be taken in the sense 
of relation, it does not rule out the fact of Brahman’s being 
the object of deliberation, for a general relation includes all 
special relations (e.g. of an object to its verb). 

Vedantin: Even then it involves a useless effort to give up 
Brahman as a direct object and fancy It to be so through a 
general relationship. 

Opponent : Not useless, because it is sought to imply thereby 
that a deliberation on everything associated with Brahman is 
kept in view. 

Vedantin : Not so, because when the chief factor is taken in 
hand, the subsidiaries present themselves by implication.?® Since 
Brahman is the object most desired to be comprehended through 
knowledge,?® It must be the chief factor. When that chief factor 
is taken up as the object of deliberation, all other factors, 
without an inquiry into which the deliberation on Brahman 
remains unaccomplished, become implied pari passu; and hence 


means “the deliberation resulting from the wish”; “knowledge” means 
“the special kind of direct knowledge”; and the verb “is to be undertaken” 
has to be supplied. 

27 Both the verbs “wish (or want)” and “know” are transitive and must 
have objects. Wish has knowledge for its object, and knowledge has 
Brahman. A man must first know something in order that he may wish 
for it so that knowledge becomes both a cause and an effect of wish. 
The difficulty is obviated by saying that the causal knowledge is an unripe 
and indirect apprehension, whereas the resulting knowledge is a mature 
one culminating in the revelation of Brahman (f. n. 30). 

* Arthapatti, a means of valid knowledge, as for instance, “Plump Deva- 
datta does not eat in the day-time”, where by implication we know that 
he eats at night. 

An object is “that which is the most desired (in a sentence) by the 
subject of the verb”. 
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they need not be mentioned separately as the import of this 
aphorism. This is just like saying, ““There goes the king”, where 
from that very statement it follows that the king is going with 
his retinue. And this has to be accepted in order that it may 
accord with the Vedic texts. The Vedic text starting with, 
“That from which these beings take birth, (that by which they 
are sustained after birth, and that towards which they proceed 
and into which they get merged)”, directly reveals Brahman 
as an object (of deliberation) by saying, “Wish to know that, 
that is Brahman” (Tai. III. 1). And that Upanisadic text will be 
in line with the aphorism if the sixth case-ending is interpreted 
in the accusative sense. Accordingly, the sixth case-ending is 
used in the accusative sense. 

Jijfigsi means “a wish to know”. And the knowledge culmi- 
nating in direct realization®® (of Brahman) is the object of 
“wish” implied by the suffix san (in jijfas@); for a desire aims 
at its result, the desire being that Brahman be realized (i.e. 
uncovered) by that knowledge? which is a valid means of 
apprehension. And the realization of Brahman is the highest 
human objective; for it completely eradicates all such evils as 
ignorance etc. that constitute the seed of transmigration. There- 
fore Brahman should be deliberated on. 

Opponent: Is that Brahman, again, familiar or unfamiliar? If 
It be familiar, It need not be deliberated on for the sake of 
knowledge. Again, if It be unfamiliar, It cannot be deliberated 
on. 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is: As to that, Brahman does 
exist as a well-known entity—eternal, pure, intelligent, free by 
nature, and all-knowing and all-powerful. For from the very 
derivation of the word Brahman, the ideas of eternality, purity, 


* An apparent knowledge of Brahman, that one gathers from the scrip- 
tures etc. and entertains as a common-sense point of view, is the cause 
of the deliberation on Brahman; and the resulting realization of the 
form “I am Brahman” is the effect or aim of that deliberation. Thus 
mediate and immediate knowledge can be the cause and effect of the 
deliberation. 

* An unanalysable mental modification that expresses itself as a direct 
awareness of the form, “I am Brahman” 
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etc. become obvious, this being in accord with the root 
brib.2 Besides, the existence of Brahman is well known from 
the fact of Its being the Self of all; for everyone feels that his 
Self exists, and he never feels, “I do not exist”. Had there been 
no general recognition of the existence of the Self, everyone 
would have felt, “I do not exist”. And that Self is Brahman.** 

Opponent : If Brahman be well known in the world as the 
Self, then It being already known, there arises the difficulty 
again that It is not to be deliberated on. 

Vedantin: No, for there is a conflict about Its distinctive 
nature. Ordinary people as well as the materialists of the 
Lokayata school recognize the body alone to be the Self 
possessed of sentience. Others hold that the mind is the Self. 
Some say that it is merely momentary consciousness. Others say 
that it is a void. Still others believe that there is a soul, separate 
from the body, which transmigrates and is the agent (of work) 
and the experiencer (of results). Some say that the soul is a 
mere experiencer?* and not an agent. Some say that there is a 
God who is different from this soul and is all-knowing and 
all-powerful; others say that He is the Self of the experiencing 
individual. Thus there are many who follow opposite views by 
depending on logic, texts and their semblances. If one accepts 
any one of these views without examination, one is liable to be 
deflected from emancipation and come to grief. Therefore*® 


“The root brmb means growth, and the suffix man, added to 
it, signifies an absence of limitation (in expanse). So Brahman derivatively 
means that which is absolutely the greatest. And eternality etc. follow 
as a matter of course from this limitlessness. 

“As is known from the text, “This Self is Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19). 

“Bhoga and Bhokra are generally translated as enjoyment and enjoyer. 
But the terms are meant to include both enjoyment and suffering of 
happiness and sorrow; hence experience and experiencer are nearer the 
mark. 

* The deliberation based on the Upanisads can be commenced (a) 
since from the fact of the universality of bondage it follows that there 
can be such a result as freedom, as also such a subject-matter as the unity 
of the individual Self and Brahman; (b) since the subject-matter of this 
book is not included in a deliberation on Dharma; (c) since a class of 
specially qualified persons can exist; (d) and since the general familiarity 
with Brahman supplies a subject-matter etc. for the book. 
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starting with the presentation of a deliberation on Brahman, 
here is commenced an ascertainment of the meaning of the texts 
of the Upanisads with the help of reasoning not opposed to the 
Upanisads themselves, for the purpose of leading to emancipation 
(through knowledge). 


Topic 2: ORIGIN ETC. OF THE UNIVERSE 


Opponent : It has been said that Brahman is to be deliberated 
on. What, again, can be the definition of that Brahman??¢ 
Vedantin : Hence the venerable aphorist says: 


WATACT Ad: WX 


(That) aq: from which (are derived) qerife birth etc. aeq 
of this (universe). 


2. That (is Brahman) front which (are derived) the birth etc. 
of this (universe). 


Janmadi can be split up thus: That of which jana, birth, is 
the Gdi, first. In the phrase janmadi we have that class of 
Babuvribi compound where the subject presented is appre- 
hended along with its attributes.37 The compound implies birth, 
continuance, and dissolution. The mention of birth first is in 
accord with the statements in the Vedic texts and the nature 
of things. The Vedic assertion is this: ““That from which these 
beings take birth” (Tai. III. 1) where origin, continuance, and 
dissolution are revealed in an order. As for the nature of things, 
a thing that has come to exist through birth can have continu- 
ance and disintegration. By the word idam (this), occurring as 
a constituent of the word asya (of this), is indicated the entity 
(viz the universe) that is presented immediately by perception 
etc. And the sixth case-ending (ie. “of”) in it is meant for 
indicating the relation of that entity with birth etc. By the 


* Brahman has no definition and hence cannot be deliberated on. 

“In “pitambaram pasya—see the man with a yellow cloth”, the man is 
known along with his yellow cloth. But in “drstasamudram anaya—bring 
the man who saw the sea”, the man alone can be brought, but not the 
qualifying clause. 
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word yatah (from which) is indicated a cause; and the clause 
“that is Brahman” has to be added at the end to complete the 
sentence. (So the meaning of the whole aphorism is): That 
ominiscient and omnipotent source must be Brahman from 
which occur the birth, continuance, and dissolution of this 
universe that is manifested through name and form, that is 
associated with diverse agents and experiences, that provides 
the support for actions and results, having well-regulated space, 
time, and causation, and that defies all thoughts about the real 
nature of its creation. 

Birth, continuance, and dissolution only are mentioned here, 
since the other modifications that things are heir to are included 
in them.3® Had the six modifications listed by Yaska in the 
words, “It originates, exists, grows,” etc. been accepted (here), 
it might lead to the doubt that the origin, existence, and destruc- 
tion of the universe from the primary source (Brahman) are 
not referred to, these modifications being possible only during 
the continuance of the universe.*® In order that this doubt may 
not arise, the origin that takes place from Brahman, and the 
continuance and merger that occur in That Itself are referred to. 

Apart from God, possessed of the qualifications already men- 
tioned, the universe, as described, cannot possibly be thought of 
as having its origin etc. from any other factor, e.g. Pradhana 
(primordial Nature) which is insentient, or from atoms, or non- 
existence, or some soul under worldly conditions (viz Hiranya- 
garbha). Nor can it originate spontaneously; for in this universe, 
people (desirous of products) have to depend on specific space, 
time, and causation.*® Those who stand by God as the cause 


*® The other modifications are: Growth, transformation, and decay. 
Growth and transformation are really forms of new birth (or evolution), 
while decay is a form of death. 

°° 'Yaska’s Nirukta mentions six kinds of modification—birth, continuance, 
growth, transformation, decay, death. The aphorism, however, enumerates 
the three mentioned in the Upanisads, so as not to get involved in any 
other philosophy. 

“©The naturalists cannot argue that a thing originates by itself, for that 
is a fallacious use of the term “originate”. A thing cannot originate 
causelessly, for that contradicts experience. 
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(e.g. the Naiyayikas) rely on this very inference alone*! for 
establishing the existence etc.4? of God as distinguished from 
a transmigrating soul. 

Opponent: Is not this very inference presented here by the 
aphorism starting with, “That from which” etc.? 

Vedantin: No; for the aphorisms are meant for stringing 
together the flowers of the sentences of the Upanisads; for it is 
precisely the sentences of the Upanisads that are referred to 
and discussed in these aphorisms. The realization of Brahman 
results from the firm conviction‘? arising from the deliberation 
on the (Vedic) texts and their meanings,#* but not from other 
means of knowledge like inference etc. When, however, there 
are Upanisadic texts speaking of the origin etc. of the world, 
then even inference, not running counter to the Upanisadic 
texts, is not ruled out in so far as it is adopted as a valid means 
of knowledge reinforcing these texts; for the Upanisads them- 
selves accept reasoning as a help. For instance, there is the text, 
“(The Self is) to be heard of, to be reflected on’*® (Br. II. iv. 5). 
And the text, “A man, well-informed and intelligent, can reach 
the country of the Gandharas; similarly in this world, a man 
who has a teacher attains knowledge’*® (Ch. VI. xiv. 2), shows 
that the Vedic texts rely on the intelligence of man. 

So far as the deliberation on Brahman is concerned, the direct 


“The inference presented in the earlier sentence—‘“Apart from... any 
other factor.” 

“?Omniscience, omnipotence, etc. 

** Ascertainment of the true meaning and the possibility of the thing to 
be known. 

“When properly considered, the Upanisadic texts are seen to point 
to Brahman. 

“Its possibility is to be established through reasoning. 

**A man, led away from the Gandhara country by robbers, with his 
eyes covered, is left in a forest, bound hands and feet. Some passerby 
then takes pity on him, frees him, and tells him of the road to Gandhiara. 
If he is intelligent enough (pandita) to understand that instruction, and 
if he can use his deliberative faculty to guard against false steps, he can 
reach Gandhara. Similar is the case of a man under ignorance in this 
world that is like a forest. A teacher tells him, “You are Brahman.” If he 
is intelligent enough to understand that and uses his reasoning faculty 
adequately, he reaches Brahman. 
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texts, indicatory marks, etc. are not the sole means of the valid 
knowledge of Brahman, as they are when religious duties are 
deliberated on. But in the former case, the Vedic texts, personal 
experience,*? etc. are the valid means as far as possible; for the 
knowledge of Brahman culminates in experience,*® and it relates 
to an existing entity. Since in the case of rites etc. that have to 
be undertaken, there is no dependence on direct experience (the 
rite etc. being still in the womb of futurity), the direct texts etc. 
alone are authoritative here. Besides, an act to be performed 
becomes what it is through human effort. Worldly or Vedic 
activities may or may not be undertaken, or they may be dealt 
with otherwise; as for instance, a man can walk, ride, proceed 
otherwise, or need not move at all. Similarly (there are the 
passages): “In the sacrifice (with Soma juice) called Atiratra, 
the vessel (containing the Soma juice) called Sodasi is taken up” 
and “In the Atiratra sacrifice the Soda§i is not taken up” (Ta1S. 
VI. vi. 2.4). “(In the Agnihotra sacrifice) the oblation is offered 
before sunrise”, and “The oblation is offered after sunrise”. 
These injunctions and prohibitions are meaningful here (in a 
context of rites), as also are the alternatives, general rules, and 
exceptions. But a thing cannot be judged diversely to be of such 
a kind and not to be of such a kind, to be existent and non- 
existent (simultaneously). Options depend on human notions, 
whereas the valid knowledge of the true nature of a thing is not 
dependent on human notions. On what does it depend then? It is 
dependent on the thing itself. For an awareness of the form, “This 
is a stump, or a man, or something else”, with regard to the same 
stump cannot be valid knowledge. In such a case the awareness 
of the form, “This is a man or something else” is erroneous, but 


‘The meaning of a particular passage has to be determined with the 
help of direct assertion, indicatory mark, syntactical connection, context, 
position, and designation. The above six means, as also reasoning, etc., 
determine the meanings of Vedic passages about Brahman, and through 
the individual competence of each test, they give rise to a particular 
mental state that is of the nature of the knowledge of Brahman. That 
state again destroys ignorance and culminates in the revelation of Brahman. 

“The mental modification having the form, “I am Brahman”, culmin- 
ates in the revelation of the real nature of Brahman. 
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“This is a stump to be sure” is valid knowledge; for it corre- 
sponds to the thing itself. Thus the validity of the knowledge of 
an existing thing is determined by the thing itself. This being 
the position, the knowledge of Brahman also must be determined 
by the thing itself, since it is concerned with an existing reality. 

Opponent : If Brahman be an existing reality, It must be the 
object of other means of valid knowledge, so that any delibera- 
tion on the Upanisadic texts (for the knowledge of Brahman) 
becomes meaningless. 

Vedantin: Not so; for Brahman’s relation with anything 
cannot be grasped, It being outside the range of sense-percep- 
tion. The senses naturally comprehend objects, and not Brahman. 
Had Brahman been an object of sense-perception, knowledge 
would have been of the form, “This product is related to (1.e. 
produced by) Brahman.”*® Again, even when the mere effect 
(i.e. universe) is cognized, one cannot ascertain whether it is 
related to Brahman (as its cause) or to something else. Therefore 
the aphorism, “That from which” etc., is not meant to present 
an inference. 

For what is it then? 

For presenting an Upanisadic text. 

Which, again, is that Upanisadic text that is sought to be 
referred to by the aphorism? 

(It is this): Starting with, “Bhrgu, the well-known son of 
Varuna approached his father Varuna with the request, ‘O 
revered sir, teach me Brahman’,” the Taittirlya Upanisad states, 
“Seek to know that from which all these beings take birth, that 
by which they live after being born, that towards which 
they proceed and into which they merge; that is Brahman” 
(Tai. IIT. 1). And the answer settling the question is: “From 
Bliss certainly all these beings originate; they live by Bliss after 
being born; and towards Bliss they procced, and into Bliss they 


“ The inference of the opponent may be either, “Whatever is an effect 
is a product of Brahman” or “Whatever is an effect has a cause”, from 
either of which he may try to arrive at the existence of Brahman. But 
no such general idea, as implied in the first statement, is possible with 
regard to Brahman, since Brahman is imperceptible. 


2 
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get merged” (Tai. III. vi). Other texts®° too of the same class 
are to be quoted (in this connection), which speak of a cause 
that is by nature eternal, pure, and free, and intrinsically 
omniscient. 


Topic 3 : SCRIPTURE AS SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE OF BRAHMAN 


In the course of showing that Brahman is the source of the 
universe, it was implied in passing that Brahman is omniscient. 
By way of confirming this, the aphorist says: 


MAM ACT M3 U 


Uea-Aacangy Because of being the source of the scriptures. 


3. (Brabman is omniscient) because of (Its) being the source 
of the scriptures. 


Brahman is the yoni (i.e. the material and efficient cause) of 
great scriptures (Sastras) like the Rg-Veda etc. which are sup- 
plemented by other scriptures®! that are themselves sources (of 
various kinds) of knowledge, which reveal all things like a lamp, 
and which are almost omniscient.5? For scriptures like the Rg- 
Veda, possessed of all good qualities as they are, cannot possibly 
emerge from any source other than an all-knowing One. For it is 
a well-recognized fact in the world that the person from whom 


For instance, Mu. I. i. 10, Br. III. ix. 28, etc. 

The first aphorism presents the deliberation on Brahman as a task to 
be undertaken by a competent person; and for him the second aphorism 
presents the definition of Brahman. That this is the purpose of the 
aphorism becomes obvious from the order followed in the Taittiriya 
Upanisad, where Bhrgu comes as an inquirer and to him Brahman is 
presented as the cause of the origin etc. of the universe. This is a 
tatastha definition of Brahman, where the characteristics mentioned are 
not an intrinsic part of the thing defined, though they distinguish it from 
others for the time being. The svaritpa definition is presented in such 
sentences as, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. II. i), where 
the words Truth etc., though generally meaning empirical truth etc., imply 
here by a figure of speech a transcendental entity which is Truth Itself. 

*'Works on mythology, logic, discussion on religious and social duties, 
siksa, kalpa, vyakarana, nirukta, chandab, jyotis. 

Not fully omniscient, being within Maya. 


1.1.3 ] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 19 


the scriptures dealing with multifarious subjects emerge 1s more 
well informed than the scriptures themselves; for instance, 
grammar etc., emanating from Panini and others, represent 
merely a part of the subject known to them. It goes without 
saying that, that great Being has absolute omniscience and omnip- 
otence, since from Him emerge the Rg-Veda etc.—divided 
into many branches and constituting the source of classification 
into gods, animals, men, castes, stages of life, etc., and the source 
of all kinds of knowledge—and since the emergence of these 
Vedas from that Being occurs as though in sport and without 
any effort like the breath of a man, as is stated in the Vedic 
text, “Those that are called the Rg-Veda, (Yajur-Veda, etc.) 
are but the exhalation of this great Being (Br. II. iv. 10). 


Or the aphorism means: 


aea-a rea Since the scriptures are Its valid means (of 
knowledge). 


3. (Brahman is not known from any other source), since the 
scriptures are the valid means of Its knowledge. 


The scriptures, viz the Rg-Veda etc., just enumerated, are the 
valid means of knowing (yoni) the real nature of this Brahman. 
The idea implied is that Brahman is known as the source of 
birth etc. of this universe from the scriptures alone that are a 
valid means of knowledge. The scriptural text, “That from 
which all these beings take birth” etc. (Tai. III. 1) was quoted 
under the previous aphorism. 

Opponent: What need is there again of this aphorism, since 
by quoting such scriptural texts under the previous aphorism 
itself, it was shown that Brahman is to be known from the 
scriptures? 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is: Since the scriptures were 
not explicitly alluded to by the previous aphorism, it might be 
suspected that an inference alone had been presented (as the 
means of knowing Brahman) by the previous aphorism, “That 
from which” etc. (B. S. I. 1. 1). In order to eliminate that doubt, 
this aphorism says, “(Brahman is not known through any other 
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means), since the scriptures are the valid means of Its 
knowledge.” 


Topic 4: UpanisapDs REVEAL BRAHMAN 


Opponent : How is it again asserted that Brahman has the 
scriptures alone as Its valid means of knowledge? For in (the 
aphorism of Jaimini), “Since the Vedas are meant to enjoin 
action, those portions of them which have not this purpose in 
view are useless” (I. ii. 1), it has been shown that the scriptures 
are concerned with action. Therefore the Upanisads are useless, 
as they do not enjoin action. Or they may form part of an 
injunction about action by way of revealing the agent, the deity, 
etc. of that action; or they may be meant for enjoining some 
other kind of action such as meditation (on gods and others). 
For there is no possibility of the Upanisads being the valid means 
of knowing a thing already in existence, since an existing thing 
is known through direct perception etc.5? And just because no 
human objective is gained through the revelation of something 
that is neither acceptable nor rejectable, it has been said, “Since 
the corroborative statements (Arthavdda)*®* can be combined 
with some injunction to form a single idea, they become a valid 
means of knowledge (of virtuous deeds) by way of eulogizing 
the (duties enjoined by the) injunctions” (Jai. Sa. I. ii. 7). This 
has been stated thus, so that such sentences as “He wept’(Tai.S. 


The validity of a means of knowledge consists in its revealing some- 
thing that is not known through other means and is not sublated later. 
If a thing known through perception etc. is again revealed by the Upa- 
nisads, the latter lose their validity. “A thing already in existence” means 
some positive thing which is an established reality, and as such, it has 
no connection with any fresh effort for production. An action is needed 
for producing something, but not after it is already there. 

“This is of three kinds—(a) Gumnavada, attributive corroborative state- 
ment, e.g. “The sun becomes the sacrificial stake” T’a B. II. i. 5.2), where 
the statement contradicts experience and is taken to mean “a stake shining 
like the sun”; (b) Aznuvdada, reassertive corroborative statement, e.g. “Fire 
is the remedy for cold”, which is a mere restatement of a known fact; 
(c) Bhutarthavada, factual corroborative statement, e.g. “Indra raised his 
thunder-bolt against Vrtra”, which fact is known from the Vedas only. 
Arthaviada is also classified as expressing eulogy, condemnation, heroic 
performance, and past incident. 
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II. v. 11) may not become meaningless, but may serve some 
purpose by way of eulogizing. As for the mantras such as “Ise 
tva” (T. S. I. 1. 1) etc. they have been shown to be connected 
with action by virtue of their speaking about some duty or its 
means. Nowhere is a Vedic sentence seen to serve any purpose 
without some connection with an injunction, nor can it reasonably 
do so. Moreover, an injunction is not possible with regard to 
something already accomplished, for an injunction is concerned 
with action. Therefore the Upanisads become supplementary to 
injunctions by revealing the nature of the agents and the deities 
needed in some action.®> Or if this be not accepted out of 
fear of ignoring the context,®® still the Upanisads may relate to 
the meditations expressed by their own texts. Hence Brahman 
is not (validly) presented (as an object of knowledge) by the 
scriptures. 

This contingency having arisen, the amswer is being given: 


GY AAPA Ul ¥ A 


q But qT that Brahman aaeqarq being the object of full 
import. 


4. But that Brahman (is known from the Upanisads), (It) 
being the object of their fullest import. 


The word tz (but) is meant to rule out the opponent’s point 
of view. Tat (That) means Brahman, which is omniscient and 
omnipotent, which is the cause of the origin, existence, and dis- 
solution of the universe, and which is known as such from the 
Upanisads alone. 

How? 

Samanvayat, because of being the object of their fullest 
import; for in all the Upanisads the texts become fully 
reconciled when they are accepted as establishing this very 
fact in their fullest import. (As for instance): “O amiable 


* This is the view of Kumarila Bhatta. 
"The portion of the Vedas, presenting the unity of the Self and 
Brahman, is different from the portion presenting rites etc. 
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one, this universe, before its creation, was but Existence, 
one without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), “Before creation 
this universe was but the Self that is one” (Ai. I. 1. 1), 
“That Brahman is without prior or posterior, without interior 
or exterior (i.e. homogeneous and without a second). This Self, 
the perceiver of everything, is Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19), “All that 
is in front is Brahman, the immortal” (Mu, II. 1. 11), etc. Besides, 
when the words in the Upanisadic sentences become fully ascer- 
tained as but revealing the nature of Brahman, it is not proper 
to fancy some other meaning; for that will result in rejecting 
something established by the Vedas and accepting some other 
thing not intended by them. And it cannot be held that those 
words have for their ultimate purpose only a delineation of the 
nature of the agent (viz the performer of the rites), for there 
are such Vedic texts as “(But when to the knower of Brahman 
everything has become the Self) then... what should one see 
and through what?” (Br. II. iv. 14), which deny action, instru- 
ment, and result. Nor is Brahman an object of perception, even 
though It stands as an established, positive entity, for the unity 
of the Self and Brahman, as stated in “That thou art” (Ch. VI. 
viii. 7), cannot be known otherwise than from the scriptural 
texts. As for the objection that instruction about Brahman is 
useless inasmuch as It is neither acceptable nor rejectable, that is 
nothing damaging; for the attainment of the highest human goal 
(of freedom) becomes an accomplished fact only when the total 
eradication of all sorrows comes about as a result of the realiza- 
tion of the Self as Brahman beyond acceptance and rejection. As 
for the presentation of the deities etc. for the sake of meditation 
contained in the Upanisadic texts themselves, that raises no 
difficulty.57 (The absolute) Brahman cannot even in that way 
become a factor in any injunction about meditation; for when 


For the purification and concentration of mind, for emancipation by 
stages, and for the attainment of the respective results, the Upanisads 
speak in some contexts of such deities as Prana, qualified Brahman, as 
well as of the subsidiary factors and the results of such meditations. But 
that does not mean that the Upanisads are concerned with these alone. 


As a matter of fact, their main concern is to reveal the unity of the 
Self and Brahman. 
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unity is achieved, it is but reasonable that all ideas of duality, 
involving action, accessories, etc., should be eradicated, because 
(the absolute) Brahman is neither acceptable nor rejectable. Not 
that the perception of duality can crop up again (from past 
impressions) even after being (wholly) uprooted by the realiza- 
tion of non-duality. If that were a possibility, then alone could 
it be shown that Brahman becomes involved in any injunction 
about meditation. Although Vedic texts are not seen elsewhere 
to have any validity without being construed with injunction, 
still in the face of the fact that the knowledge of Brahman does 
culminate in its result (viz emancipation), the validity of the 
scriptures dealing with the means of that emancipation cannot 
be set aside.5® Nor is the validity of the Upanisads to be estab- 
lished by inference, in which case alone it would have been 
necessary to cite analogous cases.5® Therefore it is proved that 
Brahman is known from the scriptures alone. 

Others (e.g. Vrttikara) stand up here in opposition (and say): 
Though Brahman is known from scriptures alone, still It is 
presented as a factor involved in the injunction about meditation, 
just like the sacrificial stake and the Ahavaniya fire, which 
though unknown in ordinary life, are presented by the scriptures 
as factors in injunctions. How can this be so?® (This can be 
so) because the scriptures have in view either persuasion for 
or dissuasion from activities, as is declared by those who know 
the import of the scriptures: “The obvious purport of the 
Vedas is to generate knowledge about duties” (Sabara-Bhasya, 
I. 1. 1); “By injunction is meant a sentence impelling one to 
duty (ibid. I. i. 2); “An instruction (i.e. an injunctive sentence 
like ‘He shall sacrifice’) is that which imparts the knowledge of 
these (virtuous deeds)” (Jai. Si. I. i. 5); “There (in the Vedas) 
words standing for established realities should be uttered with 


So far as their own purport, viz Brahman, is concerned. 

In illustration of a universal proposition from which the inference 
follows. The Vedas, perception, inference, etc. are valid means of 
knowledge, each within its own domain; none of these need depend on 
another for proving its validity within that domain. 

© How can Brahman become a factor in an injunction about medita- 
tion? 
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verbal terminations etc.” (ibid. I. i. 25); “Since the Vedas are 
meant for enjoining duties, all (the sentences) that do not have 
that purport are meaningless” (ibid. I. ii. 1). Therefore the 
scriptures become meaningful by either persuading a person to 
act for a particular object or dissuading him from action for 
some other; other sentences (e.g. Arthavdda) have their useful- 
ness as forming parts of these. And since the Upanisadic texts 
have a similarity with those Vedic texts, they should be pur- 
poseful in that way alone. It being granted that the Upanisadic 
sentences have injunctions in view, it stands to reason that just 
as such means as the Agnihotra sacrifice are enjoined for one 
who desires heaven, so also the knowledge of Brahman is 
enjoined for one who hankers after immortality. 

Objection: Has it not been pointed out that here (in the 
Pirva and Uttara Mimamsas) there is a difference of the objects 
inquired into? In the section dealing with rites etc., the things 
to be inquired into are the religious acts that have still to emerge 
into being, but here (in the section on knowledge) the object 
inquired into is Brahman that is an established reality, existing 
for ever. As between these two, the result of the knowledge of 
Brahman should be different from the result (heaven etc.) of 
the knowledge of virtuous deeds depending on performance. 

Opponent (i.e. Vrttikdra): It cannot be so, for Brahman is 
presented here as a factor in an injunction about some action. 
For there are such injunctions (about meditation) as, “The Self, 
my dear, is to be seen” (Br. II. iv. 5), “That Self that is free 
from sin, ...is to be sought for, is to be inquired into” (Ch. VIII. 
vii. 1), “The Self alone is to be (profoundly) meditated on” 
(Br I. iv. 7), “One should meditate only on the world of the 
Self” (Br. I. iv. 15), “One who wants to become Brahman shall 
meditate on Brahman’”®! (Mu. III. ii. 9). As a result of such 
texts the question arises, “What is that Self? What is that 
Brahman?” And all such Upanisadic terms as, “Eternal, omnis- 
cient” (G. II. 24), “ever satisfied” (G. IV. 20), “even pure, 
intelligent, and free by nature” (Nr. U. 9), “Brahman is con- 


“This is the opponent’s interpretation. The Vedantic interpretation is: 
“One who knows Brahman becomes Brahman.” 
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sciousness and bliss” (Br. IIT. ix. 28), and so on, serve a purpose 
by presenting the characteristics of the Self and Brahman. From 
Its worship will accrue the result, viz liberation, which is revealed 
in the scriptures, but is not known from any other source. But if 
the Upanisadic sentences do not form parts of injunctions about 
actions and they refer merely to an entity, there will be no 
possibility of acceptance or rejection, so that they will become 
certainly useless like such sentences as, “The earth consists of 
seven islands”, “There goes that king”, and so on. 

Objection : Even a simple statement about an entity as in such 
sentences, “This is not a snake, it 1s a rope’, is seen to serve 
some purpose by removing the fear occasioned by the error. 
Similarly here also the Upanisadic sentences will, by virtue of 
their imparting instruction about the transcendental Self, serve 
the purpose of removing the error of thinking oneself as a 
transmigrating soul. 

Opponent : This can be so if, like the removal of the error of 
the snake (on a rope) on hearing the nature of the rope, the 
error about transmigration is removed as soon as one hears of 
the nature of Brahman. But as a matter of fact, it is not removed, 
for it is seen that even in the case of one who has heard of 
Brahman, such characteristics of a soul in bondage as happiness, 
sorrow, etc. persist just as before. Besides, it is seen that reflec- 
tion and meditation, occurring after hearing, are enjoined in, 
“The Self is to be heard of, reflected on and (profoundly) 
meditated upon’®? (Br. II. iv. 5). Therefore Brahman is to be 
accepted as having been presented by the scriptures (for 
meditation) in a context of injunction about meditation. 


@ Sravana, manana, and nididbydsana, according to the Vedantins, are 
not merely acts of hearing, reflection, and profound meditation as 
ordinarily understood. Sravana means a mental activity conducive to the 
apprehension of all Upanisadic texts as leading to their only import, 
Brahman. And this is achieved by an examination of the texts through six 
tests (upakrama-upasatubara etc.—see f. n. 69). Manana is also a mental 
activity consisting in the employment of favourable arguments for the 
removal of the apparent contradictions that such a purport may raise 
against other means of valid knowledge. And nididbyasana is a mental 
activity consisting in withdrawing the mind from other things and 
concentrating it on Brahman. 
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Vedantin : With regard to this we'say: Not so; for the results 
of action and the knowledge of Brahman are different. By virtu- 
ous deeds are meant those physical, vocal, and mental actions 
which are well known in the Vedas and Snnrtis, and an inquiry 
about which has been set forth in the aphorism, “Hence there- 
after (should be commenced) an inquiry about virtuous deeds” 
(Jai. Su. [. 1. 1). Even vices like injury are to be inquired into 
with a view to shunning them, for they too are revealed in the 
Vedic sentences expressing prohibition. Happiness and sorrow are 
the results of these two—of virtue and vice, consisting of good 
and evil—with regard to which the Vedic texts (of injunction 
and prohibition) are authoritative; and these results, arising from 
the contact of senses and objects, are familiarly experienced by 
all creatures ranging from Brahma to the motionless (trees ctc.). 
The gradation of happiness among embodied beings starting 
from men and ending with Brahma is known from the Upanisads 
(Tai. II. viii, Br. IV. iii. 33). From that again is known a grada- 
tion in its cause which is virtue. From a gradation of virtues is 
known a gradation among the persons qualified (for them). It 
is a familiar fact that competence is evaluated in terms of aspira- 
tion and ability. As for instance, the performers of sacrifices ctc. 
proceed along the Northern Course (after death) in accordance 
with the excellence in their meditation and concentration of 
mind, whereas they move along the Southern Course, starting 
from smoke, as a result of performing ista, purta, and datta.** 
There again (in the world of the Moon), a gradation of happi- 
ness and the means of its attainment is known from the text, 
“Residing there as long as the result of action, producing the 
enjoyment, lasts (they come back)” (Ch. V. x. 5). Similarly the 


*®Since the Vedas convey some meaning leading to some results, there- 
fore, after the study of the Vedas, should be commenced an inquiry 
about the meaning of the Vedic texts, that is conducive to the ascertain- 
ment of the virtuous deeds. 

“Northern Course—also known as the Path of Gods; and Southern 
Course or the Path of Manes. Ista—Agnihotra and Visvedeva sacrifices, 
austerity, truthfulness, study, hospitality, etc. Prrta—Digging of wells, 
construction of rest-houses, temples, etc. Datta—Charity, protection of 
the weak, non-injury, etc. 
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little happiness, existing in a graded order among creatures rang- 
ing from men to the immobile and hellish ones, is known to be 
the product of virtuous deeds themselves about which the Vedic 
texts are authoritative. So also from a perception of a gradation 
of sorrow among higher and lower embodied beings, it becomes 
clear that there is a gradation in their causes which are the 
vicious deeds prohibited by the authoritative Vedic texts, and 
that there is also a gradation among the performers of those 
deeds. Thus it is well known from the Vedic texts, Smrtis, and 
reasoning that this transient world is constituted by a gradation 
of happiness and sorrow, that this gradation occurs to persons 
who are subject to such defects as ignorance, and that it comes 
to them after their birth and in accordance with the gradation 
of their virtuous and vicious deeds (in earlier lives). In support 
of this there is the Vedic text, “For an embodied being there can 
be no eradication of happiness and sorrow to be sure” (Ch. VIII. 
xli. 1), which is a corroborative restatement (anwvada, f.n. 54) of 
the nature of the world described earlier. And from the denial 
of any contact with happiness and sorrow as contained in the 
text, “Happiness and sorrow do not touch one who is definitely 
bodiless” (ibid.), it follows that it is with regard to emancipa- 
tion, which is the same as bodilessness, that the denial is made 
of its ever being the result of virtuous deeds of which the Vedic 
texts are the only means of knowledge. For if it be a product of 
virtuous deeds (e.g. meditation), there can -be no denial of its 
contact with happiness and sorrow. 

Opponent: Unembodiedness (ie. the state of not being 
identified with the body) can itself be the product of virtuous 
deeds. 

Vedantin : Not so; for unembodiedness is inherent in the Self 
in accordance with such Vedic texts as, ‘““Having meditated on 
the Self as bodiless in the midst of bodies, as permanent in the 
midst of the impermanent, and as great and pervasive, the wise 
man ceases to grieve” (Ka. I. ii. 22), “For that Purusa (infinite 
Being) is without vital force (i.e. organs of action) and mind 
(i.e. organs of perception)” (Mu. II. i. 2), “For this infinite 
Being is unattached” (Br. IV. iii. 15). Hence it is proved that 
the unembodiedness, called liberation, is eternal and different 
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from the results of works that have to be performed. Among 
things permanent, some are changefully permanent, with regard 
to which the idea, “That very thing is this one’, does not get 
sublated even though the thing goes on changing, as for instance 
the earth according to those who say that the world is perma- 
nent, or the three constituents of matter (sattva, rajas, and 
tamas) according to the Sarnkhyas. But this one is unchangingly 
permanent in an absolute sense; It 1s all-pervasive like space, 
devoid of all modifications, ever content, partless, and self- 
effulgent by nature. This is that unembodiedness, called libera- 
tion, where the idea of the three periods of time does not exist 
and virtuous and vicious deeds cease along with their effects 
(happiness and sorrow), as stated in the Vedic text, “Speak of 
that thing which you see as different from virtue and vice, 
different from cause and effect, and different from the past and 
the future” (Ka. I. ii. 14). (Since liberation is different from the 
result of work, it being unrelated to virtue and vice), therefore 
liberation is the same as Brahman about which this deliberation 
is started. Had liberation been spoken of (in the scriptures) as 
being supplementary to action and had it been asserted as a thing 
to be achieved, it would become impermanent. In that case 
liberation would become some sort of an excellent product 
amidst a horde of above-mentioned products of work standing 
in a graded order. But all who believe in liberation admit it to 
be eternal. Thus (since liberation is the same as Brahman), it is 
not proper to talk of Brahman as though it formed a factor in 
some action. Besides, the (following) texts show liberation as 
coming immediately after the knowledge of Brahman; and 
thereby they deny any activity in the interval: “Anyone who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman” (Mu. III. 1. 19), “When 
that Brahman, the basis of all causes and effects, becomes known, 
all the results of his (i.e. aspirant’s) actions become exhausted” 
(Mu. II. ii. 8), “One who knows the Bliss (that is the very 
nature) of Brahman, ceases to have any fear from anything” 
(Tai. II. ix), “O Janaka, you have certainly attained (Brahman 
that is) fearlessness” (Br. IV. 11. 4), “It knew only Itself as, 
‘I am Brahman’, thereby It became AI!” (Br. I. iv. 10), “Then 
what delusion and what sorrow can there be for that seer of 
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unity?” (IS 7), and so on. So also one should refer to the 
following text for the denial of any duty in between the realiza- 
tion of Brahman and becoming All: “While realizing this (Self) 
as that Brahman, the seer Vamadeva knew, ‘I was Manu and I 
was the sun’” (Br. I. iv. 10). This is just like the sentence, 
“Standing there he sings”, where it can be understood that the 
man has no other activity in between his standing and singing. 
And the following and similar other texts show that the result 
of the knowledge of Brahman is nothing but the removal of 
the obstacles to liberation: “You indeed are our father who have 
ferried us across nescience to the other shore” (Pr. VI. 8), “For 
it has been heard from the adorable ones like yourself that the 
knower of the Self goes beyond sorrow. Sir, such as I am, I am 
sorrowful. May you, O venerable sir, ferry me across nescience” 
(Ch. VII. i. 3), “The adorable Sanatkumara showed the other 
shore of nescience to him (i.e. to Narada) who had become free 
from defects” (Ch. VII. xxvi. 2). There is also in evidence the 
aphorism of the great teacher Gautama, supported by reasoning: 
“Liberation is‘ possible since the earlier ones in the series of 
sorrow, birth, impulsion (to virtue and vice), defects (e.g. 
attachment, repulsion, delusion, etc.), and false knowledge, get 
destroyed (in the reverse order) on the destruction of the im- 
mediately succeeding ones” (N. S. I. i. 2). And the removal of 
false ignorance follows from the knowledge of the unity of the 
individual Self and Brahman. 

But this knowledge of the unity of the Self and Brahman is 
not a kind of meditation, called Sampad,®® as in “The mind is 
certainly infinite, and the Visvedevas are infinite. Through this 
meditation one wins an infinite world” (Br. III. 1. 9). Nor is it 
a form of meditation called Adhbydsa,8* as in “One should 
meditate thus: “The mind is Brahman’” (Ch. III. xviii. 1) and 
“The instruction is: “The sun is Brahman’” (Ch. III. xix. 1), 
where the idea of Brahman is superimposed on the mind, the 


® Where an inferior factor is thought of as a superior factor on 
account of some similarity. The superior predominates, and the inferior 
is almost ignored, e.g. the Visvedevas occupy the mind for the time being. 

* Where the factor superimposed (say, Brahman) occupies a subsidiary 
position, while the locus (say, the mind or sun) predominates. 


30 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [1.1.4 


sun, etc. Nor is it a meditation based on some special activity, 
as in, “Air is certainly the place of merger”, “The vital force 1s 
certainly the place of merger” (Ch. IV. ili. 1-4).67 Nor is it a 
kind of purification of some factor in some (Vedic) rite, as for 
instance the act of looking at the oblation (by the sacrificer’s 
wife for its purification).®8 If the Knowledge of the unity of 
the Self and Brahman is accepted as a kind of Sampad etc., then 
it will flout the ascertainable meaning® of all the words occur- 
ring in such sentences and establishing the unity of the Self 
and Brahman as, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. vin. 7), “I am 
Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 10), “This Self 1s Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19). 
Besides, thereby will be set at nought such sentences as, “The 
knots of the heart are untied and all doubts are resolved” (Mu. 
II. ii. 8), in which one hears of the result (of knowledge) con- 
sisting in the cessation of nescience. Furthermore, from the 
point of view of Sampad etc., such sentences as, “One who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman” (Mu. III. ii. 9), which speak 
of unity. with Brahman, cannot be fully justified. Therefore the 
knowledge of the unity of the Self and Brahman is not a kind of 
Sampad or anything of that sort. Hence the knowledge of 
Brahman is not dependent on human action. 

On what does it depend then? 

It is dependent on the thing itself, as in the case of the 
knowledge of a thing got through such valid means as direct 
perception. By no stretch of imagination can such a Brahman 
or Its knowledge be brought into contact with work. Nor can 
it be held that Brahman has some association with work by 
virtue of Its being the object of the act of knowing; for in the 
text, “It is different from the known and also different from the 
unknown’’?® (Ke. I. 4), as also in the text, “Through what should 


7° Where the two factors, air and vital force, remain distinct, though 
thought of as one owing to similarity of action, viz merger of all things 
into air during dissolution and into the vital force during sleep. 

® The knowledge “I am Brahman” is not meant for the mere purifica- 
tion of the individual being, viz the sacrificer. 

® Meaning ascertained through the six tests—commencement-ending, 
repetition, uniqueness, result, eulogy, reason. 

™ Known, ie. effect; unknown, i.e. cause. 
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one know that owing to which all this is known?” (Br. II. iv. 14), 
Brahman is denied to be an object of the act of knowing. So also 
there is the denial of Its being the object of the act of meditation. 
For in the text, “That which is not uttered by speech, that by 
which speech is revealed’, it is first declared that Brahman is 
not an object, and then it is said, “Know that alone to be 
Brahman and not what people worship as an object” (Ke. I. 5). 

Opponent: If Brahman be not an object (of knowledge), It 


cannot logically be presented by the scriptures (as stated in 
B. S. Ii. 3). 

Vedantin : Not so, for the scriptures aim at the removal of the 
differences fancied through ignorance. Not that the scriptures 
seek to establish Brahman as an entity referable objectively by 
the word “this’’. 

What do they do then? 

By presenting Brahman as not an object on account of Its 
being the inmost Sclf (of the knower), they remove the differ- 
ences of the “known”, the “knower”, and the “knowledge” that 
are fancied through ignorance.*! In support of this are the texts, 


The idea is expressed thus in the Brhadaranyaka commentary 
(IV. iv. 20): “The scriptures too describe the Self merely by the negation 
of the activities of the subject, the evidences of knowledge, and so on;... 
and not by resorting to the usual function of a sentence in which some- 
thing is described by means of names. Therefore even in scriptures, the 
Self is not presented like heaven or Mount Meru for instance.... The 
knowledge of Brahman too means only the cessation of the identification 
with extraneous things (such as the body).” Thus since Brahman is not 
presentable positively by saying, “This is so”, It cannot be the object of 
scriptural knowledge in this sense. But It can be presented negatively as 
“Not this, not this”, and thus It can be known from the scriptures, which 
are a valid means of knowledge. This is technically explained thus: 

Brahman is comprehended in the unanalysable mentation (vrtti) of the 
form, “I am Brahman”, that arises from hearing the great Upanisadic 
saying, “That thou art”. And yet Brahman is said to be inexpressible by 
words, because It is not comprehended by the “resulting consciousness” or 
“apprehending consciousness” (phala), which is defined as the mentation 
with the reflection of Consciousness on it. In common experience, the 
mentation of the form of a pot, with the reflection of Consciousness on 
it, goes out of a person to envelop the pot. Then that mentation destroys 
the ignorance about the pot; still the witnessing Consciousness is needed 
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“Brahman is known to him to whom It is unknown, while It is 
unknown to him to whom It is known. It is unknown to those 
who know and known to those who do not know” (Ke. II. 3), 
“You cannot see that which is the witness of vision,... you 
cannot know that which is the knower of knowledge” (Br. III. 
iv. 2), and so on. Therefore there can be no question of liberation 
becoming impermanent, for in it is revealed the reality of the 
eternally free Self, after eliminating from the Self the idea of Its 
being under the bondage (of birth and death), fancied on It 
through ignorance. But from the standpoint of one who believes 
that liberation is a product, it is but logical that there should be a 
dependence on activity—mental, vocal, and physical. The posi- 
tion becomes the same if liberation be a transformation of some- 
thing. From either point of view, liberation must of necessity 
be impermanent; for neither curd that is a modification, nor a 
jar that is a product is seen to be permanent in this world. And 
no dependence on work can be proved by assuming liberation 
to be a thing to be acquired; for it being essentially one with 
one’s very Self, there can be no acquisition. Even if Brahman 
be different from oneself, there can be no acquisition, for 
Brahman being all-pervasive like space, It remains ever attained 
by everybody. Liberation cannot also be had through purifica- 
tion, so as to be dependent on action. Purification is achieved 
either through the addition of some quality or removal of some 
defect. As to that, purification is not possible here through the 
addition of any quality, since liberation is of the very nature of 
Brahman on which no excellence (or deterioration) can be 
effected. Nor is that possible through the removal of any defect, 
for liberation is of the very nature of Brahman that is ever 
pure. 

Opponent: May it not be, that though liberation is inherent 


to reveal the pot through a manifestation of the identity of the Conscious- 
ness underlying the pot and the apprehending Consciousness. The menta- 
tion about Brahman destroys the ignorance about and the ignorance 
subsisting on It. But the apprehending Consciousness cannot reveal 
Brahman, the (phala) mentation being included in ignorance itself as 
the latter’s product, so that it gets destroyed along with that ignorance 
and can have no further action. 
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in oneself, it remains covered and it becomes manifest when the 
Self is purified by action, as the brilliance of a mirror does when 
cleaned by the act of rubbing? 

Vedantin : No, since the Self cannot reasonably be the sphere 
of any action, for no action can take place without bringing 
about some change in its locus. But if the Self changes through 
action, It will be subject to impermanence, and that will militate 
against such texts as, “It is said to be immutable” (Gita, II. 25). 
And that is undesirable. Hence the Self can have no action 
occurring on Itself. And action, taking place on something else, 
cannot purify the Self, which is not an object thereof. 

Opponent : Is it not a matter of experience that the embodied 
soul is purified by such activities occurring on the body as bath, 
rinsing of the mouth, wearing the sacrificial thread, etc.? 

Vedantin : Not so. It is the soul, cognized through ignorance,” 
as constituting a factor in the assemblage of body etc., that can 
be purified; for bath, rinsing of the mouth, etc. are directly 
perceived as associated with the body. It is reasonable that some- 
thing associated with the body and cognized as the Self through 
ignorance should be purified by the actions taking place on the 
body. Just as that very entity gets the result of being cured, 
which is conjoined with the body, which identifies itself with 
the body, and on which arises the idea, “I am cured”, consequent 
on the establishment of the balance of the constituents of the 
body (phlegm, bile, and wind), through a treatment of the 
body, so also that entity is purified to which occurs the idea, “I 
am purified’, as a result of such actions as bathing, rinsing the 
mouth, or wearing the sacrificial thread; and that entity certainly 
remains bound up with the body. For all actions are surely 
performed and the fruits thereof enjoyed by that entity which 
has the idea, “I am the doer”, stemming out of the idea of “T’, 
and which cognizes everything, as stated in the mantra, “One 
of the two enjoys the fruits having (various) tastes, while the 
other looks on without enjoying” (Mu. III. i. 1), as also the text, 
“The wise people call that the enjoyer which is associated with 
body, organs, and mind” (Ka. I. iii. 4). So also there are the 


The individual Self reflected on nescience. 
3 
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texts: “The one deity remains hidden in all beings. He is all- 
pervasive, the indwelling Self of all, the regulator of all actions, 
the support of all beings, the witness, consciousness, non-dual, 
and without qualities’ (Sv. VI. 11), and “He is omnipresent, 
effulgent, without body, wound, and sinews, pure and untouched 
by sin” (Is. 8). These two mantras show that Brahman is beyond 
the imputation of all kinds of excellence (or inferiority), and It 
is ever pure. Liberation is the state of identity with Brahman, 
and hence it is not to be achieved through purification. Besides, 
apart from these,7? nobody can show any other mode whereby 
liberation can be associated with action. Accordingly, apart from 
knowledge alone, there cannot be the slightest touch of action 
here. 

Opponent : Is not knowledge a kind of mental action? 

Vedantin : Not so, because there is a difference. An action is 
in evidence where the injunction about it occurs independently 
of the nature of the thing concerned, and where it is subject to 
the activities of the human mind, as for instance in such sentences 
as, “When the priest (called Hota) is about to utter (the 
mantra) vausat, he shall meditate mentally on the deity for 
whom the libation is taken up (by the Adhvaryu)” (Ai. Br. XI. 
viii. 1), “One should mentally meditate on (the deity identified 
with) evening” (ibid). Though meditation, that is but thinking, 
is a mental action, yet it can be done, not done, or done other- 
wise by a man; for it is dependent on man. But knowledge arises 
from its valid means (e.g. perception, inference, etc.); and the 
valid means apprehend the things just as they are. Hence (valid) 
knowledge is not something to be done, not done, or done other- 
wise, for it is entirely determined by things, and neither by 
injunctions nor by man. Hence though knowledge is a mental 
act, it has a great difference. For instance, the thinking of a 
man or a woman as fire in, “O Gautama, a man is surely a fire” 
(Ch. V. vii. 1), “O Gautama, a woman is surely a fire” (Ch. V. 
vill. 1), 1s certainly an act, since it arises from injunction alone 
and it is dependent on man. But the idea of fire with regard to 
the familiar fire is neither dependent on injunction nor on man. 


* Production, acquisition, transformation, and purification. 
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What is it then? 

Since it is determined by a thing coming within the range of 
perception, it is surely knowledge and not action. Thus also it 
is to be understood in the case of all objects coming within the 
range of valid means of knowledge. That being so, the realiza- 
tion of the unity of Brahman and the Self (that is never 
sublated) is also a kind of knowledge and it is not determined 
by injunction. Though verbs in the imperative mood etc. are 
seen (in the Upanisad) to be used with regard to this know - 
ledge, they become infructuous like the sharpness of razor etc. 
striking against stone etc., for they are aimed at something 
beyond the range of human effort inasmuch as that knowledge 
has for its object something (i.e. Brahman) that is neither 
acceptable nor rejectable. 

Opponent : Why are there then texts like “The Self, my dear 
Maitreyi, should be realized, should be heard of” etc. (Br. II. 
iv. 5), which have a semblance of injunction? 

Vedantin : We say that they are meant for weaning one back 
from objects towards which one inclines naturally. For a man 
hankering after the highest human goal and engaging in out- 
ward objects under the idea, “May good come to me, may not 
evil befall me”, but failing to achieve thereby the highest human 
goal, there are such texts as, “The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should 
be realized”. These turn him back from the objects, naturally 
attracting his body and senses etc. towards them, and then they 
lead him along the current of the indwelling Self.7* And for 
him, when he engages in the search of the Self, is presented in 
the following texts the reality of the Self, that is beyond all 
acceptance and rejection: “All these are but that Self” (Br. II. 
Iv. 6), “But when to the knower of Brahman everything has 


“Te is not an injunction but a sort of eulogy, the apparent injunction 
being meant for inducing the hearer to the knowledge of Brahman. By 
producing in his mind a current of thoughts directed towards the 
indwelling Self, this inspires the man to “hear, reflect, and meditate” 
about the Self, these processes being the means of generating the knowl- 
edge of Brahman. The Vivarana school does not admit any injunction 
in the case of knowledge; but a Niyama-vidbi, in the primary sense, is 
admitted in the case of “hearing”; in the case of reflection and meditation, 
this is admitted in a secondary sense. 
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become the Self,...what should one know and through what? 
... Through what, O Maitreyi, should one know the knower?” 
(Br. IV. v. 15), “The Self is Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19), and so on. 
As for the criticism that a knowledge of the Self that docs not 
combine with some action as its part cannot be meant either for 
acceptance or rejection, we admit it to be so indeed. It redounds 
to our credit that, on the realization of Brahman, there follow 
the attainment of full satisfaction and stoppage of all duties. In 
support of this is the Vedic text: “If a man knows the Self as 
‘I am this’, then desiring what and for whose sake will he suffer 
in the wake of the body?” (Br. IV iv. 12); and there is the 
Smrti text: “OQ Arjuna, knowing this, one attains the highest 
intelligence and will have accomplished all one’s duties” (Gita, 
XV. 20). Therefore Brahman is not presented as a factor in 
any injunction about knowledge. 

As for the assertion of some people (viz followers of 
Prabhakara) that apart from injunctions and prohibitions and 
factors connected with them as subsidiaries, no section of the 
Vedas speaks of mere things as such, we say that this is wrong. 
For the all-pervasive entity, presented in the Upanisads alone, 
cannot be a subsidiary of anything else. It cannot be said that 
Brahman does not exist, nor can It be realized even though It is 
known from the Upanisads as the all-pervasive entity beyond 
worldly qualities, as different from all things belonging to the 
four classes, viz those that can be produced, (purified, trans- 
formed, and achieved), and as occurring in Its own context (in 
the Upanisads) and hence not forming a part of anything else; 
because that Brahman is called the Self in the text, ‘‘This is the 
Self which has been described as ‘Not this, not this’” (Br. III. 
ix. 26) and because the Self cannot be denied inasmuch as It is 
the Self even of one who would deny It. 

Opponent : It is not proved that the Self is known from the 
Upanisads alone inasmuch as It is contained in the idea of “I”. 


Vedantin: Not so, for this has been refuted by saving that 
the Self is the witness of that idea. Leaving aside the (erroneous) 
knowledge of the Self as the agent (of actions), as contained in 
the idea of “I”, the (real) Self—which is the witness of the idea 
of “I”, which exists in all creatures, which is without any differ- 
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ence of degrees, and which is one, unchanging, eternal, and all- 
pervasive consciousness—(such a Self) is not known as the Self 
of all by anyone in the section of the Vedas dealing with virtu- 
ous deeds, or in the scriptures of the logicians. Hence this Self 
cannot be denied by anyone, nor can It be taken as forming a 
part of any injunction. And because It is the Self of all, It is 
beyond all rejection and acceptance; for all mutable and im- 
permanent things culminate in Purusa (the all-pervasive Entity) 
as their ultimate limit.75 Since Purusa has no cause of destruc- 
tion, He is indestructible; and since there is no cause for change, 
He is changelessly eternal; and hence He is by nature ever pure, 
intelligent, and free. Thus the text, “There is nothing higher 
than Purusa; He is the culmination, He is the highest goal” 
(Ka. I. ii. 11) stands justified. Accordingly, the distinctive 
reference to Purusa as being known only from the Upanisads, as 
stated in the text, “I ask you of that Purusa who ts tu be known 
only from the Upanisads” (Br. III. ix. 26), becomes justifiable 
if Purusa is the primary object to be revealed by the Upanisads. 
Hence it is mere bravado to say that there is no section of the 
Vedas dealing with things as such. 

As for the statements of the people versed in scriptures that 
“The perceptible result of these (Vedas) is the production of 
the knowledge of virtuous deeds”, and so on, since these relate 
to an inquiry about virtuous deeds, they are to be understood 
as referring to the scriptures dealing with injunction and pro- 
hibition. Besides, for those who accept in any absolute sense the 
aphorism, “Since the Vedas reveal action, those texts that do not 
have that purport are meaningless’, all instructions about things 
as such become useless. If, however, it is held that, as distinct 
from impulsion for or repulsion from action, things are taught 
in the scriptures as accessories of actions, what reason can there 
be to assert that the unchangingly eternal entity (Brahman) is 
not spoken of (in the scriptures)? Not that a thing about which 
any instruction is imparted, becomes an action thereby. 


™ As the ultimate reality into which all things can be reduced, this 
Purusa remains unchanged, and into Him all things enter like the false 
snake etc. entering into the rope etc. 
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Opponent : Though a thing is not an action, still the instruc- 
tion about a thing is meant for being acted on, it being a means 
for the action. 

Vedantin : That is no valid objection; for even when a thing 
is presented for the sake of some action, there is no denying the 
fact that the instruction relates to something having the capacity 
to aid some action. It may serve that purpose by becoming a 
factor in some action; but this does not amount to saying that a 
thing as such 1s not taught in the scriptures. 

Opponent : Granted that instruction is imparted about things, 
what do you gain thereby? 

The answer (of the Veddntin) is: The instruction about the 
unknown thing called the Self is possible like those very things 
(e.g. curd, Soma, etc.). Its knowledge serves the purpose of eradi- 
cating the unreal nescience that is the cause of the worldly state. 
Thus in this way its purposefulness is quite on a par with that 
of the instruction about things that are the accessories of work."° 
Moreover, there is the instruction about cessation from work in 
such texts as, “As Brahmana should not be killed”. And that 1s 
neither an action nor an accessory of action. If the instruction of 
things not meant for action be useless, then the injunction about 
withholding from action in such texts as, “A: Brahmana should 
not be killed”, becomes useless. But that is undesirable. From 
the connection of the negative (ma) with the meaning of the 
root haz (to kill), the meaning derived is an inactivity consisting 
in not undertaking the act of killing that might have been 
resorted to out of natural proclivity. Apart from this holding 
aloof from killing, no other new activity, that is not guaranteed 
by the negative, can be fancied here. For it is the very nature 
of the negative to convey the idea of the non-existence of the 
action with which it gets connected. The idea of non-existence 
causes inactivity, and that idea ceases to exist automatically like 


** Objection: Curd as such may have no purpose; but when used in a 
sacrifice, it helps in the production of the result set forth in the Vedas, 
But Brahman has no such connection with action, and is therefore also- 
lutely useless. 

Answer: Not so, for the instruction about Brahman serves its own 
purpose, viz removal of ignorance. 
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fire that has exhausted its fuel.77 Therefore we think that except 
in such cases as the “Vow of Prajapati”,’® the meaning of prohi- 
bition in sentences like ‘‘A Brahmana should not be killed” is 
mere inaction consisting in not undertaking an act for which 
an impulse had arisen. Therefore it is to be noted that the 
statement of the uselessness (occurring in the aphorism), “Since 
scriptures are meant for enjoining action, those words that are 
not meant for action are useless” (Jai Sa. I. ui. 1), relates to the 
corroborative statements (A7thavdda) like mythological stories 
that do not serve any human purpose. Although it was argued 
that a reference to any object as such, without its being con- 
nected with an injunction about work, will be useless like the 
statements, “The earth has seven islands”, etc., that argument 1s 
demolished on the evidence of the usefulness of such statements 
of facts as, “This is a rope and not a snake”.”® 

Opponent : Did we not say that a statement about Brahman 
cannot be useful like the statement about the nature of the rope, 
since it is a patent fact that even a man who has heard of Brahman 
continues to have his mundane life just as before? 

Vedantin: To this the answer is being given: For one who 
has realized the state of the unity of the Self and Brahman, it 
cannot be proved that his mundane life continues just as before; 


77 From the prohibition the hearer gets the idea, “It dissuades me from 
the act of killing a Brahmana. This leads to inactivity, which is the very 
nature of the Self. The prohibition removes the idea that he entertained 
of gaining something from the murder, so that when the idea of non- 
existence of gain dies away, the proclivity does not recur. 

™In the “Vow of Prajapati” a young man, about to enter the house- 
holder’s life after finishing his studies, is asked not to look at the rising 
sun, the sun under an eclipse, the sun reflected in water, and the sun at 
the zenith, and not to cross over the tether of a calf. Here the meaning 
of the negative is not mere withdrawal from activity; for in the text, the 
prohibitions are preceded by a positive injunction for undertaking a vow. 
Hence such instances are exceptions to the general meaning of the nega- 
tive as non-existence. This is the Vedantic standpoint, whereas the oppo- 
nent will say that in all cases of prohibition, the meaning is not a mere 
negation of some act, but the injunction of its opposite. Thus “A 
Brahmana should not be killed” means, “Non-killing of a Brahmana is to 
be resorted to”. 

*° Which statement removes the fear of the snake. 
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for this contradicts the knowledge of the unity of Brahman and 
the Self arising from the Vedas which are a valid means of 
knowledge. From noticing the fact that a man can have sorrow, 
fear, etc. as a result of his identifying himself with the body 
etc., it does not follow that this very man will have sorrow etc. 
contingent on false ignorance, even when his self-identification 
with the body etc. ceases after the realization of the unity of 
Brahman and the Self, arising from the Vedas which are a valid 
means of knowledge. Just because a householder, who had 
been rich and prided himself on that account, had been seen 
to be sorrowing for the theft of his wealth, it does not 
follow that this very man will be miserable for any loss of that 
wealth even after he has become a monk and given up the idea 
of being wealthy. From the fact that a man wearing an ear-ring 
had been seen to be happy by thinking of himself as the pos- 
sessor of that ear-ring, it does not follow that he will have that 
very happiness arising from the possession of an ear-ring even 
after he dissociates himself from that ear-ring and gives up the 
idea of his being its possessor. Thus it is stated in the Vedic 
text, “Happiness and sorrow do not touch one who has become 
definitely unembodied”®® (Ch. VIII. xii. 1). 

Opponent : Suppose we argue that this unembodiedness comes 
when the body falls, but it cannot be so for a living man. 

Vedantin : Not so, for the idea of embodiedness is a result of 
false nescience. Unless it be through the false ignorance of 
identifying the Self with the body, there can be no embodied- 
ness for the Self. And we said that the unembodiedness of the 
Self is eternal, since it is not a product of action. 

Opponent : May it not be that embodiedness is the result of 
the virtuous and vicious deeds done by the Self? 

Vedantin : No. There can be no performance of virtuous and 
vicious deeds by the Self, since it cannot be proved that It has 
any relation with the body. Since the assertion of the relation 
of the Self with the body (as the cause of virtue and vice) and 


© Sorrow is destroyed not by mediate but by immediate knowledge. If 
one does not get immediate knowledge from the Upanigads, nothing ts 
wrong with them, but it is caused by the imperfect state of the hearer's 
mind. 
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the creation of that relation by virtue and vice leads to an 
argument in a circle, therefore it is but blind tradition that makes 
one stand by such an eternal chain. Besides, the Self can have 
no agentship (of virtue and vice), since It is unrelated to work.*! 

Opponent : Have not kings and others an agentship by their 
mere proximity? 

Vedantin : No, for their agentship can be explained as result- 
ing from the relation established with the servants through 
payment of wealth etc. But no such cause for any relationship 
of either self-identity with or ownership of (the body) can be 
imagined for the Self, that can compare with the relationship 
between the master and servant achieved through payment of 
money etc., while false self-identity is directly perceived as a 
cause (for the Self’s relation with body and action). Hereby is 
explained how the Self can become a sacrificer (through false 
self-identification). 

Opponent: With regard to this, they (i.e. followers of 
Prabhakara) say: It may be argued that the Self, though in 
fact different from the body etc. has self-identification with 
the body etc. in a secondary sense (owing to some common 
property); but this is not false. 

Vedantin : Not so, for it is well known that words and ideas 
can have primary and secondary senses only to a man to whom 
the differences of the things etc. are evident. To a person to 
whom the differences of things are obvious—as for instance, 
when he knows it well enough through the methods of agree- 
ment and difference that there exists a distinct animal possessing 
manes and distinctive features denoted by the word lion in the 
primary sense, and that there is a man known to be possessed 
abundantly of such qualities of a lion as cruelty and bravery— 
then to such a person the application of the word lion and its 
idea become possible in a secondary sense, but not so to one to 


61 The argument in a circle can be avoided on the analogy of the seed 
and the sprout—the merits of a previous birth can produce the experiences 
of the next birth and vice versa. But this leads to an unjustifiable infinite 
regress; for the relation of the seed and sprout is a perceived reality, 
whereas the relation of merit etc. with the Self, which is unattached, is 
fanciful. 
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whom the differences of the two beings are not apparent. In 
the latter case, the application of words and ideas to things other 
than those implied bv them is not figurative; rather it must be 
the result of ignorance. In light darkness, the word man and its 
idea are applied to the stump of a tree when it is not distinctly 
cognized as “This is a stump”, or the word silver and its idea 
are applied all of a sudden to nacre. Similarly when the word 
“Tl” and its idea are suddenly applied in a literal sense to the 
aggregate of bodv and senses owing to a non-discrimination 
between the Self and non-Self, how can this be said to be 
figurative? It is seen that even the lIcarned, who know the 
distinction between the Self and the non-Self, use words and 
have ideas implying a non-distinction (between Self and non- 
Self), just like the (ignorant) shepherds and goat-herds. There- 
fore the idea of “I” with regard to the bodv ctc., entertained 
by those who believe (from mediate knowledge) in a Self, 
distinct from the body etc., must be false and not figurative. 
Thus since embodiedness is the result of a false perception, it 
is established that the enlightened man has no embodiedness 
even while living. Thus about the knower of Brahman occurs 
this Vedic text, “Just as the lifeless slough of a snake is cast 
off and it lies in the ant-hill, so does this body lie. Then the Self 
becomes disembodied and immortal, becomes the Prana (i.c. 
living), Brahman, the (self-effulgent) Light” (By. IV. iv. 7), as 
also, “Though without eyes, he appears as if possessed of eyes, 
though without ears, he appears as if possessed of ears; though 
without speech, he appears as if possessed of speech; though 
without mind, he appears as though possessed of mind; though 
without vital force, he appears as though possessed of vital 
force.”8? There is also the Smrti text starting with, “What ts 
the description of the man of steady knowledge, merged in 
Samadhi?” (Gita, II. 54), which while setting forth the charac- 
teristic of a man of steady (well-poised) wisdom, reveals that in 
the case of an enlightened man there is a total absence of any 


® Through a reappearance of what is sublated by the knowledge of 
Brahman, like the repetition of a mirage after being known to be false or 
the continuance of the semblance of a cloth produced by the burnt yarns 
still in position. 
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connection with any impulsion to work. Hence a man who has 
realized his own identity with Brahman cannot continuc to 
have the worldly state just as before, whereas the man who 
continues to have the worldly state just as before has not 
realized his identity with Brahman. Thus** it is all beyond 
criticism. 

And it was stated that from the mention of reflection and 
profound meditation (nididhydsana) after hearing (1.e. under- 
standing of Upanisadic texts—Br. II. iv. 5), it follows that Brah- 
man is complementary to some injunction, and Its knowledge 
is not meant for culminating in a realization of Its own nature. 
That is no valid objection, for reflection and profound medita- 
tion (just like hearing) are meant for giving rise to immediate 
knowledge. If Brahman had been known through some other 
source of knowledge and then used in some other act or medita- 
tion, then It could have become a part of an injunction. But 
that is not the case. For just like hearing, reflection and medita- 
tion are also meant for knowledge.®* Hence it cannot be that 
Brahman is known from the scriptures as a factor included in 
any injunction about worshipful meditation (wpdsanda). Accord- 
ingly, it stands established that Brahman is presented as an 
independent entity in the scriptures; for as a result of the proper 
determination of the Upanisadic texts, they are seen to 
speak of It. And from this point of view, the commencement 
of a separate scriptural text about that Brahman with the 
aphorism, “Hence (is to be undertaken) thereafter a deliberation 
on Brahnian” (B. S. I. i. 1) is justified. If, however, Brahman 


8 Since the knowledge of Brahman is useful like the uscful knowledge, 
“This is a rope and nat a snake”. 

* Reflection and profound meditation are enjoined for one who docs 
not realize from the first hearing. This is owing to his own mental 
defects. The illumination dawns when there is no defect. By hearing 1s 
removed the doubt from an unprepared mind that the Upanisads cannot 
impart the knowledge of Brahman. Reflection removes the doubt tht 
the Self and Brahman cannot be one. Through meditation the mind in 
withdrawn from distraction and all things other than Brahman, and then 
Brahman stands revealéd. Thus hearing etc. generate knowledge, and 
knowledge brings liberation. Reflection and meditation deal with the 
thing known from hearing. They are not meant for a fresh knowledge, 
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were to be presented as complementary to an injunction about 
worshipful meditation (zpdsana), then since this had been 
already started with in the aphorism, “Hence thereafter is 
commenced an inquiry into virtuous deeds” (Jai. Sa. I. i. 1), 
a separate scripture should not have been begun. Or even if it 
were commenced, it should have been begun with, “Hence 
thereafter is commenced a deliberation on virtuous deeds (i.e. 
worshipful meditation on Brahman) that had been left over (by 
Jaimini)”, like the aphorism, “Hence thereafter (i.e. after 
determining what are the primary and subsidiary factors) 1s 
commenced a deliberation on things conducive to the perform- 
ance of sacrifices and attainment of human objectives’®> (Jai. 
Sa. IV. i. 1). But as a matter of fact the knowledge of the 
unity of Brahman and the Self was not premised (in Jaimini’s 
book); therefore the commencement of this book for that 
purpose with the aphorism, “Hence thereafter is undertaken a 
deliberation on Brahman”, is justifiable. Accordingly, all these 
injunctions as well as all the other means of knowledge have 
their validity till the realization, “I am Brahman”. For once the 
non-dual Self, that is neither acceptable nor rejectable, is 
realized, there can be no possibility of the persistence of the 
means of knowledge that become bereft of their objects and 
subjects. Moreover, they (the knowers of Brahman) say, 
“When on the realization of the Existence-Brahman as I, the 
body, son, etc. become sublated and consequently the secondary 
and false selvesccease to exist, how can there be any action 
(prompted by injunction and prohibition)? The Self can be a 
knowing agent earlier than the rise of the complete knowledge 
of Brahman that has to be sought for; but (when that search 
has been finished), the knower, freed from the defect of sin, 
becomes one with the entity arrived at through the search. 
Just as the ideas of the body as the Self are accepted by the wise 
as valid postulates (for empirical dealings), similarly these 


Since such a determination clears the way for an inquiry about thiasnges 
conducive to sacrifices and huinan objectives, therefore the second inquiry 
starts after the first. 

“The means of knowledge are valid so long as the final illumination 
does not occur. 


1.1.5] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 45 


empirical means of knowledge are accepted as valid till the 
direct knowledge of the Self dawns” (Sundarapaudya-karika). 


Topic 5: THe First Cause Possessrtp OF CONSCIOUSNESS 


Thus it has been said that the Upanisadic texts are meant for 
imparting the knowledge of Brahman; that when their meaning 
is fully ascertained, they have the Self, which is Brahman, as 
their fullest import; and that they culminate in (the knowledge 
of) Brahman even without any connection with an action. It 
has also been said that the omniscient and omnipotent Brahman 
is the cause of the origin, continuance, and dissolution of the 
universe. But the Sarhkhyas and others hold the view that a 
pre-existing entity can be known through other means (apart 
from the Upanisads). Inferring Pradhana (primordial Nature) 
and other entities as the source of the universe, they construe 
the texts of the Upanisads as pointing to these only. They also 
think that in all the Upanisads, dealing with creation, the cause 
is sought to be presented through the effect with the help of 
inference.8” They further hold that the contacts between the 
sentient souls (Purusas) and Pradhana can always be inferred.®® 
Again from these very texts, the followers of Kanada infer God 
as the efficient cause and the atoms as the material cause. 
Similarly there are other logicians (viz Buddhists and others) 
who stand up here in opposition with garbled quotations®® and 
sophistry as their mainstay. That being the case, the teacher 
(Vyasa), who is versed in the valid imports of words and 
sentences, refutes the diverse ideas based on garbled quotations 
and sophistry by placing these in opposition, so as to prove that 
the texts of the Upanisads aim at imparting the knowledge of 
Brahman. 


Now among these, the Sarhkhayas think that the insentient 


**For instance, “O amiable one, try to find out Existence as the root 
(of all) with the help of Its product fire’ (Ch. VI. viii. 4). 

®From the common experience that all things are the products of 
insentient Nature, and that insentient things remain associated with sentient 
beings, as for instance, a chariot. 

“In the beginning there was non-existence only” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), and 
so on. 
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Pradhana, comprising its three constituents (gwzzas—Sattva, 
Rajas, and Tamas), is the cause of the universe. They say, “The 
Upanisadic texts, which according to you (Vedantin) reveal 
an omnipotent and omniscient Brahman as the cause of the 
universe, can be understood equally well to imply that Pradhana 
is the cause of the universe. As for omnipotence, Pradhana can 
also have it well enough in respect of its own modifications; 
similarly omniscience also is logical.” 


How? 

Samkhya: That which you consider to be knowledge is a 
characteristic of Sattva, as is proved from the Smrti, “Know - 
ledge springs from Sattva”’ (Gita, XIV. 17). And the Yogins, 
possessed of body and senses, are well known to be omniscient 
by virtue of their knowledge that is a characteristic of Sattva, 
it being a familiar fact that omniscience follows from the highest 
perfection of Sattva. For it cannot be imagined that the attrib- 
uteless, all-pervasive entity (Purusa), that is mere consciousness 
without a body and senses, can have any knowledge of either 
all things or a few. But Pradhana, comprising its three constitu- 
ents, has Sattva, the source of all knowledge, even in its (own 
primordial) state of Pradhana (i.e. balance of the three constitu- 
ents); and therefore omniscience in a secondary sense is declared 
in the Upanisadic texts for this Pradhana even though it is 
insentient. In postulating omniscience for Brahman, it has to be 
admitted even by you that Brahman becomes omniscient by Its 
potentiality to know everything. Not that Brahman stands there 
actually knowing all things for all times. For on the assumption 
that Brahman’s knowledge is eternal, Its independence with 
regard to the act of knowing will be compromised. On the 
contrary, if the act of knowing be impermanent, Brahman will 
cease to exist when the act of knowing ceases (or “may cease 
from the act of knowing’—according to another reading). ‘Vhat 
being the case, the conclusion that emerges is that omniscience 
follows from the potentiality to know everything. But your 
standpoint is that Brahman is devoid of any accessory before 
creation. It is not, however, logical that anyone should have 
any knowledge even in the absence of body, senses, etc. Morc- 
over, modifications are possible for Pradhana that is composite 
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by nature, so that it can reasonably become a material cause 
like earth etc., whereas Brahman, which is uniform by nature 
and non-composite, can have no modification. 

Vedantin: As against such a contention, this aphorism is 
advanced: 


Sea aesy WY A 


(The Pradhana of the Sarhkhyas is) @ not (the cause of 
the universe), (because it is) ayaysqy not mentioned in the 
Upanisads, (which fact is clear) ga7q: from the fact of secing 
(or deliberation). 


5. The Pradhana of the Samkbyas is not the cause of the 
wniverse, because it is not mentioned in the Upanisads, which 
fact is clear from the fact of sceing (or thinking). 


In the Upanisadic texts one cannot take one’s stand on the 
insentient Pradhana imagined by the Sarhkhyas as the cause of 
the universe; for it is not presented in the Upanisads. 

How is it not presented in the Upanisads? 

On account of the fact of seeing.®° 

How? 

The Upanisads teach thus: Starting with the text, “O amiable 
one, before its creation, the universe was but Existence 
(Brahman), one without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), it is stated, 
“That (Brahman) visualized, ‘I shall become many, I shall be 
born.’ That (Brahman) created fire” (Ch. VI. 11. 3). In that 
text, the universe, manifested as names and forms and referable 
by the word “it”, is first ascertained to be identified with Exist- 
ence “before its creation”; then the text shows that the creator- 
ship of fire etc., that follows the visualization of future creation, 
belongs to that very entity, called Existence, which is under 
consideration. So also elsewhere: “In the beginning this universe 
was but the one Self alone; there was nothing else whatsoever 
that winked. He visualized, ‘Let me create the worlds’” (Ai. I. 


” Also translated as “thinking”, “knowledge”, “vision”, “wish” (sce 
I. iu. 13). 


48 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (1.1.5 


i. 1-2), the text speaks of creation after visualization. At some 
place the text declares thus after introducing the Purusa with 
sixteen limbs:9! ‘He visualized, he created the vital force” 
(Pr. VI. 3-4). By the word iksati the (cognate) noun implied 
by the verb (i.e. seeing) is sought to be indicated, as is the case 
with the word yajati,82 and not the root itself (i.e. to see). As 
a result, one can refer to the following texts and such others 
which have for their import the omniscient God as the cause 
(of the universe): “From Him who is omniscient in general and 
in detail, whose austerity (i.e. creative effort) is constituted by 
knowledge, emerged this Brahman (viz Hiranyagarbha) as well 
as name, form, and food” (Mu. I. 1. 9). 

As for the statement that Pradhana can become omniscient 
through the characteristic of knowledge belonging to its con- 
stituent Sattva, that is not justifiable; for in that state (of 
Pradhana as such, when it has not changed through a loss of 
balance) there can be no possibility of knowledge as a charac- 
teristic of Sattva, because the constituents of Pradhana are then 
in balance. 

Sanikhya: Was it not stated that Pradhana can become 
omniscient by virtue of its potentiality for knowing all? 

Vedantin : That too cannot be proved. If during the state of 
equilibrium of the constituents, Pradhana is said to be all- 
knowing by virtue of having the power to know that actually 
belongs to Sattva, then it can equally be said to have little 
knowledge on account of having the power of obstruction to 
knowledge that belongs to Rajas and Tamas. Besides, so long as 
Sattva is not illumined by the consciousness (of the witnessing 
soul), no change in Sattva can be called knowledge; and insen- 
‘tient Pradhina has no power to illumine. Therefore the omnisci- 
ence of Pradhana is not justifiable. The all-knowingness of the 
Yogins cannot be quoted as an example, for they are conscious 
beings, so that they can become all-knowing through a perfec- 
tion of their Sattva. If on the analogy of a heated lump of iron, 


"Vital force, faith, space, air, fire, water, earth, organs and _ senses, 
mind, food, vigour, austerity, 77antras, works, worlds, name. 

Used by Jaimini in his aphorism VII. iv. 1, where yajati figuratively 
means a sacrifice and not the mere root “to sacrifice”. 


1.1.5] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 49 


burning something because of the fire in it, it be argued that 
Pradhana has the power of seeing owing to the presence of a 
Witnessing entity, then it is but logical to hold that the entity, 
owing to which Pradhana has the power to visualize, is none 
other than the omniscient Brahman, and That is the cause of 
the universe. 

Again, it has been argued that even Brahman cannot have 
omniscience in the primary sense, for if It is an eternal knower, 
It cannot have any independence as regards the act of knowing. 
The answer to this is: Now then, you have to be asked, sir, 
“How can one lose one’s omniscience owing to one’s possession 
of the act of knowing for ever?’ It is a contradiction to assert 
that one has eternally the knowledge that is capable of revealing 
everything, and yet one is not omniscient. For should knowledge 
be non-cternal, one may know sometimes and sometimes not, 
so that one may as well become non-omniscient. But this defect 
does not arise if knowledge is eternal.®* 

Saritkhya : lf knowledge be eternal, any mention of independ- 
ence about knowing becomes illogical. 

Vedantin : No, for even in the case of the sun, possessed of 
continuous heat and light, independence of action is seen to be 
asserted by saying, “The sun burns”, ‘““The sun shines”. 

Shitkbya: It is only when the sun comes into contact with 
things to be burnt or illumined that one says, “It burns, it lights 
up”. But Brahman has no contact with any object of knowledge 
before creation; hence the illustration is inapt. 

Vedantin : No, for even in the absence of any object, it is 
said, “The sun shines”, thereby ascribing agency to the sun. 
Similarly, even though Brahman had no object of knowledge, 
it is reasonable to ascribe agentship to It by saying, “It saw” 
Hence there is no inaptitude. If, however, the need of supplying 
an object (for the transitive verb “to know’) arises, the Vedic 


° The objcction may mean either, (i) Brahman has no eternal con- 
sciousness, or (it) Brahman does not know eternally. The next two 
sentences give the answers. 

“Omniscience and knowing do not conflict, since omniscience can 
express itself through the acts of knowing. 

4 
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texts speaking of “seeing” by Brahman become all the more 
logical. 

Samkbya: What are those objects which form the content of 
God’s knowledge before creation? 

Vedantin: We say that they are the unmanifested name and 
form which cannot be referred to either as different or non- 
different from Brahman, and which are about to become mani- 
fested.95 It goes without saying that the eternally pure God 
is ever possessed of the knowledge of creation, continuance, and 
dissolution; for it is held by the adepts in the Yoga scriptures 
that the Yogins get their direct knowledge about the past and 
the future out of His grace. 

The further objection was raised that, since Brahman has no 
body etc. before creation, no seeing is possible for It. That 
objection can hardly be raised; for like the effulgence of the 
sun, Brahman has eternal consciousness by Its very nature, so 
that It has no dependence on the means of knowledge. More- 
over, in the case of a transmigrating soul, subject to ignorance, 
the rise of knowledge depends on body etc., but not so in the 
case of God whose knowledge is free from obstacles. And thus 
it is that the following two mantras show how God is not 
dependent on body etc., and how His knowledge has no 
covering: “He has no body and no organ; none is seen to be 
either equal or superior to Him. The Vedas speak of His 
diverse supreme powers as also of His spontaneous action that 
is accomplished by His vigour arising from knowledge’’® (Sv. 
VI. 8); “Without hands and feet He grasps and moves 
quickly; he sees without eyes, hears without ears. He knows 
(all) that is to be known, but none can know Him. Him they 
call the first, the great, and the all-pervasive Entity” (Sv. III. 19). 


®In the beginning, Brahman’s limiting adjunct Maya undergoes a change 
conducive to creation. The causes that had brought about the dissolution 
become exhausted then, thus clearing the way for the crcative tendency 
inherent in Maya. And Brahman then visualizes all the future objects 
that lie buried in Maya in a subtle form. That being an act and the 
objects of vision being present, God is an agent in the primary sense. 

The vigour of knowledge—the clear reflection of Consciousness on 
the transformation of Maya. 
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Samkbya: From your point of view there can be no soul, 
distinct from God, which can transmigrate and whose know - 
ledge can have limitations, for the Vedic text says, “There 
is no other witness but Him,...no other knower but Him’ 
(Br. Ill. vii. 23). So what do you mean by asserting that for 
a soul under bondage, the rise of knowledge depends on body 
etc., but not so in the case of God? 

Vedantin: As to that, our answer is: Really speaking, there 
is no soul under bondage and different from God. Still just like 
the association of space with such conditioning factors as pots, 
jars, caves of mountains, etc., it is assumed that God has associa- 
tion with: such limiting adjuncts as body etc. And people are 
seen to use words and ideas based on that association, as for 
instance, “The space in a pot”, “The space in a jar”, and so 
on, though these are non-different from space. And it is seen 
that by that association are created in space such false notions 
of difference as “The space within a pot’. Similarly in the case 
under consideration, the idea of difference between God and a 
transmigrating soul is false, it having been created by non- 
discrimination (i.e. ignorance) which causes the ascription of 
the limiting adjuncts—body and the rest. And though the Self 
(as a distinct entity) continues as before, It is seen to remain 
falsely identified with the body and the rest, the identification 
having arisen from a series of errors preceding each other. 
Granted such a state of bondage, it stands to reason that the 
transmigrating soul should depend on body etc. for its acts of 
seeing. 

And the argument was advanced that Pradhana can be the 
(material) cause like clay etc., since it 1s a composite thing, but 
not so the non-composite Brahman; that was demolished by the 
fact that Pradhana is outside the Vedic palc. How even logic 
establishes the causality of Brahman, and not that of Pradhana 
etc., will be elaborated under the aphorisms starting with, “It is 
not so, for its characteristics are different’®? (II. i. 4). 

(The Sazizkbyas) enter a protest here: As for the assertion 


* Brahman is not the material cause of the universe, since the charac- 
teristics of the universe are different from those of Brahman. 
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that the insentient Pradhana cannot be the cause of the universe 
in the face of the Vedic reference to the fact of visualizing, 
that can be explained from another point of view; for in 
common parlance even an insentient thing is referred to 
figuratively as sentient. As for instance, it is a matter of 
experience that on noticing the bank of a river on the point 
of collapsing, they say, “The bank is about (lit. “wishes’”) to 
fall”, where sentience is ascribed to the insentient bank. Simi- 
larly with regard to Pradhana, from which creation is imminent, 
there may be a figurative ascription of sentience by saying, “It 
saw”. Just as somebody in ordinary life first plans thus, “I shall 
bathe, and then eat, and go to the village in the afternoon by 
riding on a chariot”, and having planned thus, he acts in that 
order, so also Pradhana transforms itself as Mahat and the rest 
in a regular order, so as to be referred to figuratively as a 
sentient entity. 

Objection: Why, again, should the seeing in the primary 
sense be discarded in favour of a secondary one? 

Samkbhya: Because the figurative use of sentience is noticed 
in the cases of insentient things like water and fire in such 
sentences as, “That fire saw (or thought)” (Ch. VI. ii. 3), 
“These waters saw” (Ch. VI. 11. 4). Therefore from the fact 
of occurring in a context of secondary uses (in Ch. VI. ii. 2-4), 
it is to be understood that the “seeing” by Existence (which is 
but another name for Pradhana) is spoken of in a secondary 
sense. 

Vedantin: This contingency having arisen, an aphorism is 
presented here: 


TOA CASA | | Il 


tq If it be argued, (that the “seeing” is) aor: in a secondary 
sense, then @ it is not so, afcH-Weatq Owing to the use of the 
word Self. 


6. If it be argued that the seeing is in a secondary sense, we 
Say, not so, owing to the use of the word Self. 


The assertion is wrong that the insentient Pradhana is referred 
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to by the word Existence and that “seeing is ascribed to it in a 
secondary sense just as in the cases of water and fire”. 

Why? 

“Owing to the use of the word Self.” After the introductory 
sentence, “O amiable one, this universe, before its creation, was 
but Existence” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), the creation of fire, water,. and 
earth is stated in, “It saw....It created fire” (Ch. VI. ii. 3). 
And then the text refers to that very seeing Existence as well 
as those fire, earth, and water by the word “deity”, and the 
text says, “That Deity, that is such, saw (or thought), “Now 
then let me manifest name and form by Myself entering into 
these three deities as the jiva (individual soul) that is but (My) 
Self?” (Ch. VI. iii. 2). Now, if insentient Pradhana had been 
imagined to be the seer in some secondary sense, then Pradhana 
being the entity under discussion, it should have been alluded to 
by the text, “That Deity that is such”. But in that case the 
Deity would not call the individual soul His own Self. For 
from usage and derivation the word jiva (the individual soul) 
means that which lives (i.e. has sentience), controls the body, 
and holds together the organs and senses. How can that soul 
be the Self of the insentient Pradhana? For the Self is the same 
as one’s very essence. The insentient Pradhana cannot certainly 
have the sentient soul as its very essence. On the contrary, if 
Brahman, that is Consciousness, is accepted as the seer in the 
primary sense, Its use of the word Self with reference to the 
individual soul becomes justifiable. So also is the case with the 
text, “That (Existence) which is this (extremely) subtle thing, 
is the Self of all this (universe). That is Reality; That is the 
Self. That thou art, O Svetaketu” (Ch. VI. vii. 8). By saying, 
“That is the Self”, that text presents that Reality, that subtle 
Self, as the Self under’ consideration, and then in the text, 
“That thou art, O Svetaketu”, occurs the instruction about 
It as the Self of the conscious being Svetaketu. But the “seeing” 
in the case of water and fire is secondary, since they are 
Insentient inasmuch as they are objects of perception. Besides, 
they are mentioned as factors employed in the manifestation 
of name and form. Moreover, there is nothing like the word 
Self in their case to make their “seeing” a possibility in the 
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primary sense. Hence it is reasonable that the “seeing” by them 
should be secondary as in the case of (the falling) of the bank 
of a river. Or the “seeing” by them too may be in the primary 
sense, this being possible from the point of view of the Reality 
forming their basis. But we pointed out that the “seeing” by 
Reality is not secondary because of the use of the word Self. 

Samkbya: It may, however, be held that the word Self can 
be applied even to the insentient Pradhana, for it performs 
everything for the Self. This is just like using the word Self in 
such an expression as, “Bhadrasena is my Self”, by a king in 
respect of a servant doing everything for him. As an officer 
serves a king by engaging himself in making peace, waging war, 
etc., so Pradhana serves the Self, the all-pervasive conscious 
Entity, by arranging emancipation and enjoyment for It. Or 
the same word Self can mean both sentient and insentient 
things, for such expressions are used in common parlance as, 
“The elements themselves”, “The organs themselves”, (“The 
supreme Self”), etc., just as much as the same word “jyotis” 
(fire) is used for a sacrifice as well as fire. So how can it be 
inferred from the use of the word “Self” that “seeing” is not 
applied in a secondary sense? 

Vedantin : Therefore the answer is being given: 


afaee Aaa 9 1 


Weq-SISAT Because liberation is taught a@faseq for one 
devoted to That. 


7. (Pradhana is not the meaning of the word “Self” ), because 
liberation is promised for one who holds on to That. 


The insentient Pradhina cannot be implied by the word 
“Self”; for the super-sensuous Existence, forming the topic 
under discussion, is referred to in the text, “That is the Self” 
(Ch. VI. vii. 8), and then by saying, “That thou art” (ibid.), 
the need of devotedness to It®® is advised for a sentient being 
who has to be liberated. Still later, liberation itself is taught in 


® Thinking of Existence-Brahman as identified with oneself. 
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the words, “One who has a teacher knows. For him there is 
but that much delay as is needed for freedom (from the present 
body); then He becomes identified with Reality” (Ch. VI. 
xiv. 2). If by saying “That thou art’, the scripture should make 
one understand the insentient Pradhana to be the meaning of 
the word Reality, that is to say, impart the instruction, “Thou 
art insentient”, to a sentient being desirous of liberation, then 
the scripture, speaking contrariwise, will bring evil for a man 
and lose its validity. But the scripture being free from defects, 
should not be fancied to be invalid. If, however the scripture, 
authoritative as it is, should tell an ignorant man, aspiring for 
liberation, that the insentient non-Self is his Self, he will not 
give up that outlook about the Self, owing to his faith (in the 
scripture) like the blind man holding on to the tail of an ox.® 
As a result, he will not know the Self that is different from that 
non-Self. And in that case he will be deflected from liberation 
and get into trouble. Hence it is reasonable to hold that, even 
as the scriptures advise about such true means as the Agnihotra 
sacrifice for one desirous of heaven etc., so also they teach the 
aspirant for liberation about the real Self in such texts as, “That 
is the Self” (Ch. VI. vii. 8), “That thou art, O Svetaketu” ’ 
(ibid.). On this view the instruction about liberation to one 
sticking on to truth becomes justifiable on the analogy of one 
getting freed by taking hold of a heated axe.!°® On the con- 
trary, if instruction is imparted about something as the real 
Self that is but indirectly so, this will only amount to a form 


*” A blind man lost his way in a forest. A wicked man accosted him 
courteously and, thus gaining confidence, brought a heifer and asked the 
blind man to take hold of its tail, assuring him that it would lead him 
out of the forest. In good faith the blind man followed the advice, holding 
on to the tail tenaciously. As a result he was dragged over rough ground 
and brambles, getting cuts all the time. 

™ The Chandogya Upanisad cites this example (VI. xiv). When 
somebody, accused of theft, denied the charge, a red-hot axe was 
brought for testing him. If he was truthful, the truth protected him, and 
he was not harmed by taking hold of it. So he was released. But if he 
lied, the lie did not protect him; the axe burnt him, and he was punished. 
The point is that truth saves a man. So also one holding on to Brahman, 
that is Truth, becomes liberated. 


56 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [1.4.7 


of meditation called Samzpad,!®! as contained in the instruction, 
“One should meditate thus, ‘I am the vital force’” (Ai. A. II. 
i. 2.6), and its result will be impermanent. But to speak of it 
in that sense as an instruction about liberation becomes incon- 
sistent. Accordingly, the word “Self” is not used in a secondary 
sense with regard to the inscrutable Reality. The use of the 
word “Self” in a secondary sense, in the case of a servant, in 
the sentence, “Bhadrasena is my Self”, is justifiable since the 
difference between the master and the servant is obvious. 
Moreover, from the fact that something is referred to in a 
figurative sense somewhere, it is illogical to give a figurative 
meaning to something else when the only source of getting 
knowledge about it is verbal communication; for that will result 
in losing faith everywhere. And the statement is false that, on 
the analogy of the use of the same word “jyotis” (fire) for 
both sacrifice and fire, the word “Self” can be used for both 
sentient and insentient things; for it is wrong to assume different 
meanings for the same word (in the same context). Therefore 
(the real position is that) the word “Self”, implying a conscious 
entity in its primary sense, is used in a figurative sense in such 
sentences as, “The elements themselves”, “The organs them- 
selves”, by ascribing sentience to these. Even if the word “Self” 
be common to different things, it cannot be pronounced to 
imply either of the two (sentience or insentience) unless there 
be some determining factor like the context or a word prefixed. 
Not that any such factor can definitely decide here in favour 
of the insentient (Pradhana). As a matter of fact, the subject 
under consideration is Existence that visualizes. Besides, Sveta- 
ketu, a conscious being, is near at hand. And we said that 1t is 
not possible that the insentient should be the Self of the sentient 
Svetaketu. Hence the conclusion arrived at is that the word 
“Self” here refers to the sentient. Even the word “jyotis” 
implies by common usage that (fire) which illumines; but from 
the similarity of illuminating, arrived at by some eulogistic 
fancy (Arthavada), it is applied to a sacrifice: thus the illustra- 
tion has no cogency. 


1.'Where something inferior is thought of as some other superior thing 
owing to some similarity and not identity (see f.n. 65). 
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Or the aphorism can be interpreted differently. The explana- 
tion will be that, in the previous aphorism itself, the un-Vedic 
Pradhana was explained away as beyond the possibility of being 
meant by the word “Self” in any secondary or generic sense. 
And so in the present aphorism, “ because liberation is 
promised for one who holds on to That”, an independent 
reason is offered for refuting Pradhana as the cause of the 
universe. Thus the insentient Pradhina is not the meaning of 
the word “Existence” (Sat). 

For what additional reason is Pradhana not meant by 


Lo 


“Existence”: 


eacaaaaray WS Wl 


eaca-aaaatq Because of the absence of any mention of 
rejection, @ as also (another reason). 


8. (Pradhana bas not been spoken of even indirectly), because 
there is no subsequent mention of its rejection, and (because 
that wuilitates against the assertion at the beginning). 


Supposing that Pradhina, though it is not the Self, is meant 
here by the word “Existence” and is taught in the texts, “That 
is the Self” (Ch. VI. vii. 8) and “That thou art” (ibid.), the 
Upanisad (or teacher), seeking to teach the primary Self, should 
have spoken later on that Pradhana is to be rejected, so 
that after hearing that (earlier) instruction the aspirant may 
not cling on to that Pradhana as the Self, owing to his not 
having been enlightened about the (true) Self. This can be 
illustrated thus: A man desirous of pointing out the (tiny star) 
Arundhati, first shows a nearby big star indirectly as the 
Arundhati itself. And then he discards it and shows subsequently 
the Arundhati itself. Similarly (here also) the text should have 
said, “This is not the Self.” But it has not been done so. Rather it 
is seen that the Sixth Chapter (of the Chandogya Upanisad) 
terminates by clinging on to the knowledge of Existence. 

The word “and” (in the aphorism) is used to point to an 
additional reason, viz that the assumption of Pradhana runs 
counter to the assertion started with. Granted even that there 
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is a subsequent denial, there arises thereby the contingency of 
contradicting the initial premise. The premise started with 1s 
that everything becomes known on knowing the cause; for at 
the start of the conversation we hear: “(Gautama says), ‘Did 
you, O Svetaketu, ask about that (entity which is known from) 
instruction (alone, and) through which the unheard becomes 
heard, the unthought becomes thought (anana), and the 
unmeditated becomes meditated (mididhydsana)>?’ (Svetaketu): 
‘How can that entity be possibly known from instruction 
alone?’ ‘As after knowing a lump of clay, O amiable one, 
everything made of clay is known, since all modifications have 
speech as their origin and exist in name only, clay alone being 
the reality (Ch. VI. 1. 3), ...thus, O amiable one, is this 
Reality known from instruction’” (Ch. VI. i. 2-6). Besides, 
even if Pradhana, the so-called Existence which is the cause of 
all objects of experience (i.e. enjoyment and suffering), be 
known either as an acceptable or rejectable thing, those entities 
coming under the category of experiencers (i.e. subjects) will 
still remain unknown,?°? for the experiencing subjects as 2 
class are not modifications of Pradhana. Therefore Pradhana is 
not referred to by the word “Existence”. 

What further reason is there to show that Pradhana is not 
referred to by the word “Existence”? 


TATSAATT WE Ul 
zq-ymarq Because of the merger into one’s Self. 


9. Because of the merger of the individual into his own Self. 


With regard to the very cause, called “Existence”, it is heard 
from the Vedic text: “O amiable one, when in the state of 
sleeping thus, the individual gets the epithet of svapiti (he 
sleeps), then he becomes unified with Existence, he becomes 
apita (merged) svam (into his own Self). Therefore they call 
him svapiti (he sleeps), for he becomes unified in his own Self” 


13So that the premise, “All is known by knowing one”, will be 


falsified. 
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(Ch. VI. viii. 1). This text gives the derivative meaning of the 
name svapiti of the individual, as it is well known in the world. 
The Self is meant here by the word sva. The meaning is that 
he finds himself arrived at, that is to say, he becomcs absorbed 
into that which is being considered herc under the name 
“Existence”, The root i (meaning “to go”), when preceded by 
the prefix api, is familiarly known to mean merger, for it is 
seen that origin and dissolution are referred to by the phrase 
prabbava-apyayau. The individual soul keeps awake so long as 
it is under the influence of the characteristics of those objects 
of sense-perception which it apprehends as a result of its 
contact with the conditioning factors constituted by the diverse 
manifestations of the mind.!°3 It assumes the name of mind 
while seeing dreams under the influence of the impressions of 
the experiences of the waking state. And when these two 
conditioning factors become inactive in the state of sleep, it 
appears to be merged, as it were, in the Self, owing to the 
absence of particularization created by limiting adjuncts; and 
hence it is said to have become merged in its own Self.1% 
This is like the Upanisadic derivation of the word hrdaya (lit. 
heart) shown in, “That Self exists verily ‘in the heart’ (hrdi). 
This indeed is its etymological meaning, ‘Hrdi ayant (in the 
heart it is)’. Therefore it is called brdayam” (Ch. VIII. iii. 3). 
Or this is like the showing of the root meaning underlying the 
use of the words asandya and udanya in, “It is a&pab (waters) 
indeed that mayante (digest) the aSita (eaten food)”, (and 
hence water is called asandya (Ch. VI. viii. 3), “It is fire indeed 
that mayate (dries up) what is drunk (i.e. wdaka)”, (therefore 
fire is called uwdanya) (ibid.). Similarly with the help of 
derivation, the text shows the meaning of the term svapiti, viz 
that the individual gets merged in his own Self called Exist- 


*3'The changes occurring in the mind in relation to sense-objects are 
the limiting adjuncts of the Self. Through them It comes into contact 
with gross objects like pot etc. Through that relationship It perceives 
those objects, including the body, and mistakes the body as Itself. This is 
Its waking state. 

* Thus merger really means freedom from limiting adjuncts and not 
becoming something else. 
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ence.?°5 Furthermore, the sentient soul cannot attain the insenti- 
ent Pradhana as its very reality. Even if it be argued that 
Pradhana itself is referred to by the word sva (its own Self), 
because it belongs to the soul, still it will amount to a contra- 
diction to say that the sentient merges in the insentient. And 
there is this other Upanisadic text which reveals the merger of 
the individual into a conscious entity in the state of sleep: 
“Being completely embraced by the conscious Self, it does not 
know anything external or anything internal” (Br. IV. iii. 21). 
Accordingly, that in which all sentient creatures merge is a 
conscious entity called “Existence”, which is the cause of the 
universe. But Pradhana is not so. 
How, again is Pradhana not the cause of the universe? 


TATA 1 Lo It 


Tha-aTaTeaT Because the knowledge is the same. 


10. Because the knowledge (gathered from the various Upa- 
nisads) is the same (as regards Consciousness being the cause). 


If the cause were diversely apprehended even in the 
Upanisads, just as it is in the schools of the logicians—if 
Brahman were the cause somewhere, while somewhere else it 
were the insentient Pradhana, and still at other places something 
else—then the Vedic mention of “hearing” etc. could have 
been interpreted at times in a way to conform to the theory 
of Pradhana as the cause. But no such difference of apprehen- 
sion occurs. In all the Upanisads, Consciousness is apprehended 
uniformly as the cause, as for instance in the texts: “As from a 
burning fire, the sparks fly diversely in different directions, 
similarly from this Self all the senses and organs originate in 
their respective loci. After the senses originate their presiding 
deities, and after the deities emerge the sense-objects” (Kau. 
III. 8), “From that very Self, that is such, originated space” 
(Tai. II. 1), “From the Self indeed came all this’ (Ch. VII. 


The derivation here is not a mere figure of speech, but it points to 
a fact, even as the Upanisadic derivations do in other places. 
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xxvi. 1), “From the Self emerges this vital force” (Pr. III. 3), 
etc., where all the Upanisads reveal the Self as the cause. And 
we said that the word “Self” implies a conscious entity. This 
also is a great proof of the validity of the Upanisads, that just 
like the eyes etc., imparting the same kind of knowledge about 
colour etc., the Upanisads also impart the same kind of 
knowledge about the Self’s being the cause of the universe. 
Hence it follows from the uniformity in the trend (of the 
meaning imparted) that omniscient Brahman is the cause of the 
universe. 

What more reason is there to prove that Brahman is the 
cause of the universe? 


AITATS UW 8k ll 
@ acarq And because revealed in the Upanisads. 


11. And because (Brahman is) revealed (as such) in the 
Upanisads. 


In the very words of the Svetasvatara Upanisad, Brahman is 
presented as the cause of the universe. Having introduced the 
all-knowing God, the SvetaSvatara Upanisad says, “In this 
universe He has no master, no ruler; nor has He any distin- 
guishing sign. He is the cause and the ordainer of the masters 
of the organs. He has no originator and no ordainer” (Sv. 
VI. 9). Therefore it is proved that omniscient God is the 
cause of the universe, and not Pradhana or anything else. 


Topic 6: THE BLissFuUL ONE 


Opponent: It has been established with the help of logic 
that the Upanisadic texts, referred to by the aphorisms starting 
with, “That from which the birth etc. of this are derived” 
(I. i. 2) and ending with, “Because revealed in the Upanisads” 
(I. 1. 11), aim at proving that omniscient and omnipotent God 
is the cause of the origin, continuance, and dissolution of the 
universe. And by asserting that the same kind of knowledge is 
gathered from all the Upanisads, it has been explained that all 
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the Upanisads speak of a conscious entity as the cause. What 
then is the idea of proceeding with the remaining portion of 
the book? 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is: Brahman is known in two 
aspects—one as possessed of the limiting adjunct constituted 
by the diversities of the universe which is a modification of 
name and form, and the other devoid of all conditioning 
factors and opposed to the earlier. There are many texts like 
the following which, by making a division between the subject- 
matters of knowledge and ignorance, show in a thousand ways 
these two aspects of Brahman: “Because when there is duality, 
as it were, then one sees something. ... But when to the knower 
of Brahman everything has become the Self, then what should 
one see and through what?” (Br. IV. v. 15), “That is the 
infinite (absolute Brahman) where (the illumined) one does not 
see anything else, does not hear anything else, does not know 
anything else; while that is the finite (qualified Brahman) where 
one sees something else, hears something else, knows something 
else. That which is infinite is verily immortal, while that which 
is finite is mortal” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1), “The supreme Self, 
‘which after creating all forms and then giving them names, 
(enters into them as individual souls and) continues to utter 
those names” (Tai. A. III. xi. 7), “It is without parts, action, 
change, defect, and virtue and vice; It is the supreme bridge 
leading to immortality, and It is like fire that has burnt out its 
fuel” (Sv. VI. 19), “Not this, not this” (Br. II. iii. 6), “It is 
neither gross nor minute, neither short nor long” (Br. III. viii. 
8), “That which is different from the Absolute is finite; that 
which is different from the Qualified is the Absolute”. That 
being the case, it is in the state of ignorance that Brahman can 
come within the range of empirical dealings, comprising the 
object of (worshipful or notional) meditation, the meditator, 
and so on. Of such meditations, some are conducive to the 
attainment of higher states and some to liberation by stages, and 
some to the greater efficacy of actions.1°* These differ in 


For instance, worship of symbols, meditation on Brahman as confined 
in the heart, meditation on Udgitha respectively. 
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accordance with the qualities or conditioning factors involved.} 
Although the one God, the supreme Self, is to be meditated on 
as possessed of those qualities, still the results differ in accord- 
ance with the quality meditated on, as is stated in the Vedic 
texts: “One becomes just what one meditates Him to be’, 
“After departure from this world, a man becomes what he had 
willed to be (i.e. meditated on)” (Ch. III. xiv. 1). This is also 
borne out by the Smrti, “Remembering whatever object, at the 
end, he leaves the body, that alone is reached by him, O son 
of Kunti” (Gita, VIII. 6). Although it is the same Self that 
remains hidden in all beings—moving or stationary—still in the 
text, “He who meditates on the Self, manifested in a more 
pronounced way, attains It” (Ai. A. II. 1. 2.1), one hears 
about the Self—unchanging and ever homogeneous though It is 
—ythat there is a difference in the degrees of Its manifestation 
of glory and power, that being caused by the gradation of the 
minds by which It becomes conditioned. In the Smrti also 
there is the text: “Whatever being there is great, prosperous, 
or powerful, that know thou to be a product of a part of my 
splendour” (Gita, X. 41), where it is enjoined that wherever 
there is an excess of greatness etc. it is to be worshipped as 
God. Similarly here also it will be stated that the effulgent 
all-pervasive entity, residing in the solar orb, must be the 
supreme Self, for (the mention of) the transcendence by Him 
of all sins is an indication to that effect (B. S. I. i. 20). This 
also is the line of interpretation that is noticeable in the aphorism, 
“The word Gkdasa (lit. space) is used in the sense of Brahman, 
for Brahman’s indicatory mark is in evidence” (I. i. 22), etc. 
Thus also it is a fact that, although the knowledge of the Self 
results in instantaneous liberation, yet its instruction is imparted 
with the help of some relationship with some conditioning 
factor. Accordingly, although the relationship with the condi- 
tioning factor is not the idea sought to be imparted, still from 
the reference to the superior and inferior Brahman the doubt 
may arise that the knowledge refers to either of the two; and 


*” Quality—e.g. Brahman as possessed of true resolve, etc. Conditioning 
factors—e.g. Brahman as existing in the heart. 
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this has to be decided upon by taking into consideration the 
trend of the sentences. The present aphorism itself, “He who 
is full of Bliss (i.e. the Blissful One) is Brahman, because there 
is a repetition (of Bliss)” may be quoted as an illustration. The 
remaining portion of the book is proceeded with in order to 
show that although Brahman is one, It is spoken of in the 
Upanisad as either to be meditated on or known (respectively) 
with or without the help of Its relation with the limiting 
adjuncts. Moreover, the refutation of any other insentient 
thing as the cause (of the universe) that was made by the 
aphorism, “Because the knowledge (gathered from the various 
Upanisads) is the same” (I. i. 10), is being elaborated in the 
remaining text, which, while explaining other sentences as 
speaking of Brahman, refutes any other cause opposed to 
Brahman. 

Doubt: After presenting successively the selves made of 
food (Tai. II. i. 2), vital force (Tai. II. ii. 2), mind (Tai. II. 
ili. 2), intelligence (Tai. II. iv. 1), it is stated, “As compared 
with this self made of intelligence, there is another inner self 
full of Bliss” (Tai II. v. 2). Here the doubt arises: Is the 
supreme Brahman, presented in “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinite” (Tai. II. i), spoken of here by the word “Blissful One” 
(Anandamaya), or is it some entity like the selfs constituted 
by food etc., which is other than Brahman? What should be 
the conclusion here? 

Opponent (i.e. Vrttikara): The Blissful One must be a 
secondary self other than Brahman. 

Why? 

Because He is included in the series of the secondary selfs 
constituted by food etc. 

Objection: Even so, the Blissful One must be the primary 
Self, He being the inmost of all. 

Opponent : It cannot be so, for He possesses such limbs as 
joy etc. and because the Upanisad refers to His embodiedness. 
If the Blissful Self were the primary Self, It could not have 
possessed (the limbs) happiness etc. But in this context the 
Upanisad says, “Of Him, joy is verily the head” (Tai. Il. v), 
and so on. Embodiedness is also mentioned in, “Of that preced- 


1.1.12] BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA 65 


ing (intelligent) Self, this One (i.e. the Blissful One) is the 
embodied self” (Tai. II. iii). The meaning of this is: “Of the 
preceding one”, i.e. of the intelligent self, “this One is the 
embodied Self”, “which” is this One full of Bliss. And it is 
not possible to deny the touch of joy and sorrow so long as 
one has a body. Therefore by the term “full of Bliss (or 
Blissful)” is meant the transmigrating soul. 
Vedantin : This being the position, it is said: 


TATA S ART WLR Ul 
araeqaaq: The Blissful One ATA on account of repetition. 


12. The Blissful One is the supreme Self on account of 
repetition. 


The supreme Self alone can be the “One full of Bliss” (Bliss- 
ful One). 

Why? 

Because of repetition; for it is in reference to the supreme 
Self alone that the word “Bliss” is repeated many times. After 
introducing the Blissful One, and speaking of Him as Bliss in the 
text, “He is Bliss to be sure” (Tai. II. vii. 1), it is stated, “For one 
(i.e. the individual) becomes happy by coming in contact 
with Bliss) Who indeed would inhale or exhale if this Bliss 
were not there in the supreme space (within the heart)? For 
this One indeed delights people” (Tai. II. vii), “This is an 
evaluation of Bliss” (Tai. II. viii. 1), “He attains this self full 
of Bliss” (Tai. II. viii. 5), “The enlightened man is not afraid 
of anything after realizing the Bliss of Brahman” (Tai. II. ix. 1), 
and “He knew Bliss as Brahman” (Tai. III. vi). In another 
Upanisad also the word Bliss is seen to be used for Brahman 
Itself in the sentence, “Knowledge, Bliss, Brahman” (Bry. III. ix. 
28.7). Thus from the repeated use of the word Bliss for 
Brahman, it is understood that the Blissful (Anandatmaya) Self 
is Brahman. 

As for the criticism that the Blissful One is also a secondary 
self because of His occurrence in the chain of secondary selfs, 


counting from the one constituted by food, that creates no 
5 
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difficulty, the Blissful One being the innermost of all. Being 
desirous of instructing about the primary Self, the scripture 
follows the line of understanding of common people. Thus it 
(first) adopts as the Self the body constituted by food and 
known as the Self to the extremely dull people. And then the 
scripture lets the successive ones, which are really non-Selves, to 
be grasped as the selfs of the earlier ones, being successively 
inner than and similar to the earlier ones, like the images formed 
by pouring molten copper etc. into moulds. By following such 
a process for easy comprehension, the scripture teaches about 
the Blissful One, who is the Self in the real sense. This is the 
more logical interpretation. As in the case of showing the star 
called Arundhati (B. S. I. i. 8), the real Arundhati happens to be 
the one mentioned last after the indication of many stars which 
are assumed to be Arundhati, similarly here also the Blissful 
One must be the primary Self, He being the inmost of all. 

And the objection was raised that for the primary Self it is 
illogical to fancy joy etc. as Its head etc. But that fanciful 
ascription of limbs occurs not because of the nature of the 
Blissful Self, but because of the presence of the penultimate 
limiting adjunct (intellect) immediately before. Therefore the 
objection is groundless. The embodiedness of the Blissful One 
too is spoken of in a context of the successive embodiedness of 
thé food-self and the rest; and hence, unlike the individual soul, 
the Blissful Self has no real embodiedness. Accordingly, the 
Blissful One is the supreme Self. 


frararcarafa At srqaty 23 I 


faat<- eat] Owing to the use of a word denoting modification 
T not so, #fa 3q if it be argued thus, (then) not (so); IT{atq 
because of abundance. 


13. If it be argued that (the Blissful One) is not Brahman, 
owing to the use of a word (suffix) denoting modification, we 
say no, for the word is used in the sense of abundance. 

Here the opponent says: The Blissful One cannot be the 
supreme Self. 
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Why? 

Because of the use of the word mayat (as a suffix) denoting 
modification. The phrase “Blissful One” (Anandamaya, formed 
from a combination of amanda, Bliss, and mayat, made of) is to 
be understood as denoting a modification, as distinguished from 
the original word (Bliss) itself;1°® for mayat conveys the idea 
of modification here. Therefore the word Anandamaya (made 
of Bliss), like the words annamaya (made of food) etc., conveys 
the sense of modification. 

Vedantin : No, for in the Smrti (i.e. Panini’s grammar V. iv. 
21) it is mentioned that (the suffix) mayat has also the sense of 
abundance. Thus in the aphorism, “Hence mayat is used when 
the intention is to convey an abundance of the basic idea 
(contained in the word prefixed)”, it is shown that mayat is 
used to indicate abundance. As in the illustration, “Annamayo 
yajio bhavati—The sacrifice must have an abundance of food”, 
annamaya means an abundance of food, so also Brahman, 
having an abundance of Bliss, is called amandamaya (full of 
Bliss). And the plenitude of the Bliss of Brahman follows from 
the fact that (in the course of a graded evaluation of Bliss in 
the Taittiriya Upanisad), the start is made from the human 
plane, and then it is shown that the Bliss in each subsequent 
plane is a hundredfold of the preceding one, the Bliss of 
Brahman being unsurpassable (II. viii). Hence mayat has the 
sense of abundance. 


qe ToT Ut ev I 


ays And TT-Vq-SITAATY, Owing to the indication as the source of 
that. 


14. For the further reason that Brahman is indicated as the 
source of Bliss. 


The suffix mayat is used in the sense of abundance for the 


In “He eats wheat with vegetables” what is meant is that the modifica- 
tion of wheat (e.g. bread) is being eaten with curries. Thus the original 
words may denote their modifications. So by a reverse process Ananda- 
maya denotes ananda itself. The opponent denies this position. 
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further reason that the Upanisadic text, “For this One indeed 
enlivens people” (Tai. II. vii. 1), declares Brahman as the source 
of Bliss. The word dananday4ti (in this text) means the same as 
anandayati. One who delights others is known to be possessed of 
an abundance of Bliss, just as in the world a man who makes 
others rich is known to be abundantly rich. Thus since mayat 
can be used in the sense of plenitude as well, the Blissful One 
must be the supreme Self. 


meaatreaa AT fay ey 


@ And aera foray cae the very one spoken of in the mantra 
ad is declared. 


15. And the very Brabman spoken of in the mantra is 
declared in the brabmana (portion explaining the mantra). 


The Blissful One must be the supreme Self for this additional 
reason: After commencing with the sentence, “A knower of 
Brahman attains the Highest” (Tai. II. i. 1), the very Brahman 
that was introduced in the mantra text, “Brahman is Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinite” (ibid.), as distinguished by such character- 
istics as “truth, knowledge, infinity”, is spoken of in the 
brabmana portion. That very Brahman from which the elements, 
counting from space, emanate, that Brahman which creates the 
beings and then entering into them dwells in their hearts as the 
inmost Self of all, that Brahman for the sake of whose know - 
ledge a topic has been pursued by saying “another internal self”, 
“another internal self”, and so on (Tai. II. i1-v)—that very 
Brahman is declared in that mantra portion, and that very 
Brahman is spoken of in the brabmana portion by the text, 
“There is another self called the Blissful One who is inside this” 
(Tai. II. v. 2). It is proper that the mantra and brabmana (por- 
tions) should bear the same meaning, for they are never 
contradictory. Otherwise it will lead to the fault of abandoning 
the topic under discussion and starting with something not 
under consideration. Not that any self is mentioned as dwelling 
inside the Blissful One as is done in the case of the food-self 
etc. And “that knowledge gathered by Bhrgu and imparted by 
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Varuna” (Tai. HI. vi) relates to this only. Therefore the 
Blissful One must be the supreme Self. 


ATUSTTTT: WE A 
7 Not 8 the other one AYIA: because of illogicality. 
16. The other is not the supreme Self, because that is illogical. 


For this additional reason, the Blissful One, and not the other, 
must be the supreme Self. “The other” is the transmigrating 
being which is different from God, that is to say, the individual 
soul. The individual soul is not meant by the term Blissful One. 

Why? 

Because of illogicality. Relating to the Blissful One, it is 
stated in the Upanisad, “He wished, ‘Let me become many, let 
me be born’. He undertook a deliberation. Having deliberated, 
He created all this that exists” (Tai. IJ. vi. 1). The deliberation 
before the creation of body etc., the non-difference of the 
things created from the creator, and the creation of all the 
modifications mentioned in that text cannot be justifiable for 
any one other than the supreme Self. 


AASTTAATA tt V9 
&t And ®W4-2aq&arq because of the assertion of difference. 


17. And because of the assertion of the difference (between 
the individual soul and the supreme Self). 


For this further reason the Blissful One is not a transmigrating 
soul. In the context dealing with the Blissful One, the individual 
soul and the Blissful One are mentioned separately in the text: 
“He is Bliss (rasa) indced. For one (i.e. the individual) becomes 
happy by getting that Bliss” (Tai. II. vit. 1). Not that the 
acquirer can be the thing acquired. | 

Opponent: In that case how can there be these Vedic and 
Smyti texts, “The Self is to be sought for”, “There is nothing 
higher than the attainment of the Self”? For it has been said 
that there can be no attainer (of one’s own Self) as such. 
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Vedantin : Quite so. Still in the case of ordinary people, it 1s 
seen that, though the Self ever retains Its true nature of being 
the Self, there is a false self-identification with the body etc. 
which are non-Self. Accordingly, for the Self that has become 
the body etc., such assertions are possible as: “The Self remains 
undiscovered and has to be sought for”; “It is unattained and 
has to be attained”; “It is unheard of and has to be heard of”; 
‘It is unthought of and has to be thought of”; “It is unknown 
and has to be known”; and so on. But from the highest point 
of view, any witness or hearer other than God is denied in 
such texts as, “There is no other witness but Him” (By. III. 
vii. 23). God is different to be sure from the one imagined 
through ignorance to be embodied, the agent, the experiencer, 
and called the Self conditioned by the intellect, the difference 
being made in the same sense that the magician standing on 
the ground is fancied to be different from the magician holding 
sword and shield in hands and climbing up by a rope to the 
sky, though in reality the first is the very essence of the latter; 
or it is so in the sense that the space, unlimited by any condi- 
tioning factor, is different from the space delimited by such con- 
ditioning factors as a pot etc. Taking for granted such a 
difference between the supreme Self and the Self identified 
with the intellect, it has been said, “The other is not the 
supreme Self, because that is illogical’, and “And because of 
the assertion of difference”. 


BATS AATATAAT Ul 85 I 


@ And STAT owing to wish T no ATAM-AIA reliance on 
inference. 


18. There can be no reliance on inference (for arriving at 
Pradhana) owing to (the mention of) desire. 


Besides, in the context of the Blissful One there is a mention 
of wishfulness in the text, “He wished, ‘Let me become many, 
let me be born’” (Tai. II. vi. 1). Therefore the insentient 
Pradhana, fancied by the Sarnkhyas through inference, is not to 
he relied on as representing either the Blissful One or the cause 
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of the universe. Although Pradhaéna was refuted under the 
aphorism, ‘Because of the attribution of thinking, the one not 
taught in the Upanisads is not the cause of the universe” (I. i. 5), 
still with a view to elaborating how the texts concur in impart- 
ing the same kind of knowledge, it is being refuted over again 
as a side issue in connection with the wishfulness (Tai. II. vi. 3) 
mentioned in the text referred to by an earlier aphorism (I. i. 
16). 


sferaer FT Tart alet t e t 


4 And "ifetthe scripture teaches T3-AlM the absolute identity 
aq of this one #€4q with this One. 


19. Moreover, the scripture teaches the absolute identity of 
this one with this (One). 


The phrase Blissful One is not used to mean either Pradhana 
or the individual being, because the scripture enjoins the 
identity of this one, i.e. the enlightened individual being, with 
this, i.e. the Blissful One, the Self under consideration. Tadyoga 
means union in absolute identification, becoming one with that, 
that is to say, liberation. That union is taught by the scripture 
in, “Whenever the aspirant gets fearlessly established in this 
unseen (i.e. changeless), bodiless, inexpressible, and unsupport- 
ing One, he reaches the state of fearlessness. Whenever the 
aspirant creates the slightest difference in this One, he is smitten 
with fear” (Tai. II. vii). The idea implied is this: He does not 
become free from the fear of transmigration so long as he sees 
in this (Blissful) One the slightest difference consisting in non- 
identity (with the Self). But he becomes freed from the fear 
of transmigration as soon as he gets established in absolute 
identity with this Blissful One. This is possible if the supreme 
Self be the same as the Blissful One, but not so if either the 
individual being or Pradhana be meant. Therefore it is proved 
that the Blissful One is the supreme Self. 

Samkara’s Correction: But we have to say this in this con- 
nection. There is a series of uses of the suffix mayat in the sense 
of modification in the following passages: “That man, such 
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as he is, is a product of the essence of food” (Tai. II. i. 1); 
‘As compared with this self, made of the essence of food 
(annamaya), there is another inner self which is made of 
air (pranamaya—made of vital force)” (Tai. II. ii); “As 
compared with this self, there is another internal self 
constituted by mind (7anomaya)” (Tai. II. iii. 1); “As com- 
pared with this, there is another internal self constituted by 
valid knowledge (vijnanamaya)” (Tai. II. iv). That being so, 
how can one suddenly jump to the conclusion that mayat, 
occurring in dnandamaya (Blissful One) alone implies abun- 
dance or that the Blissful One is Brahman? For this would be 
like fancying an old hag as having her one half young. 

Opponent : Because it is the topic of Brahman as presented by 
the mantra (“Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite”). 

Samkara: Not so, for in that case the food-self etc. would 
also become Brahman. 

Here the Opponent (Vrttikara) says: It is but proper that the 
selfs made of food etc. should not be Brahman, since other selfs 
are mentioned for them which are successively more internal. 
But in the case of the Blissful One, no internal self 1s mentioned. 
Thereby the Blissful One becomes Brahman. A contrary sup- 
position will lead to the fault of giving up something under 
consideration and adopting some other thing not under discus- 
sion. 

Samkara: To this we say: Although unlike in the cases of 
the food-body etc., the Upanisad does not mention here any 
inner self for the Blissful One, still the Blissful One cannot be 
Brahman, inasmuch as this text occurs in regard to the Blissful 
One: “Of Him joy is verily the head, enjoyment is the right 
side, hilarity is the left side, bliss is the self (i.e. the trunk of 
the body), Brahman is the tail that stabilizes (or is the pedestal)” 
(Tai. II. v. 2). That being the case, the Brahman spoken of in 
the words of the mantra is here presented in the words, 
‘Brahman is the tail that supports”. It is in order to make that 
known that the five sheaths, counting from the food-self and 
ending with the Bliss-self are imagined. So how can there be 
the fault of giving up something relevant and taking up some- 
thing besides the point? 
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Opponent : Is it not a fact that in the text, “Brahman is the 
tail that supports” (Tai. II. v. 2), Brahman is spoken of as a 
limb of the Blissful One just as it is said in, “This is the tail 
that supports” in the cases of the food-self and the rest? That 
being so, how can it be known that Brahman appears here as 
an independent entity in Its own right? 

Samkara: We say that this is known since Brahman forms 
the topic of discussion. 

Opponent : No harm accrues by way of Brahman ceasing to 
be the topic even if Brahman is known as a limb of the Blissful 
One; for the Blissful One is Brahman. 

Samkara: To this we say: That will involve an illogicality 
inasmuch as the very same Brahman will become the whole 
Self, viz the Blissful One, and again It will become a part, 
viz the supporting tail. If either of the two has to be accepted, 
then it is reasonable to uphold the view that Brahman 1s 
referred to in this very text: “Brahman is the tail that supports”, 
for the word Brahman is present there; but it is not to be 
sought for in the sentence presenting the Blissful One, for we 
miss the word Brahman there. Besides, after the statement, 
“Brahman is the supporting tail”, it is said, “Apropos of this, 
here is a verse: ‘If anyone knows that Brahman is non-existent, 
then he himself becomes non-existent. If anyone knows that 
Brahman does exist, then they consider him to be existing 
by virtue of that knowledge’” (Tai. II. vi). Since in this verse 
the merit and demerit of believing in the existence and non- 
existence of Brahman alone is mentioned without bringing in 
the Blissful One, it can be understood that Brahman appears 
in Its own right in the text, “Brahman is the supporting tail”. 
And it is not logical to entertain any doubt about the existence 
or non-existence of the Blissful One; for as characterized by 
joy, enjoyment, etc., he is well known in the world. 

Opponent: An independent entity as that Brahman is, why 
should It be presented as a limb of the Blissful One in the text, 
“Brahman is the supporting tail’? 

Samkara: That is no defect. The purpose is not to imply 
that Brahman is a limb, but to show that the Bliss, that Brahman 
is, is like a tail; It serves the purpose of a stabilizing (or support- 
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ing) tail. What is sought to be taught is that the Bliss, that 
Brahman is, is the acme and sole repository of all human joys, 
as is shown in another Upanisad, “On a particle of this very 
Bliss other beings live” (Br. IV. iii. 32). Besides, if the Blissful 
One be Brahman, then a qualified Brahman, conditioned by 
such limbs as happiness etc., has to be accepted. But at the end 
of the text the absolute Brahman is heard of, It being spoken 
of as beyond speech and mind (in the verse): “The enlightened 
man is not afraid of anything after realizing that Bliss of 
Brahman, failing to reach which, words turn back along with 
the mind” (Tai. II. ix). Furthermore, the assertion of an 
abundance of Bliss implies the existence of sorrow as well; for 
in the world, abundance is dependent on the presence of a 
little of its opposite. And if that be admitted, then it will 
contradict the denial of anything except Itself in the infinite 
Brahman, as is stated in the text, “That is the Infinite where 
one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, and knows nothing 
else” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1). Besides, from the difference among the 
various degrees of happiness in each body, it follows that the 
Blissful One (inside those bodies) is also different. But Brahman 
does not differ in different bodies, since the Upanisad declares 
Its infinitude in, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. 
II. i. 1); another Upanisad also says, “The same Deity, that is all- 
pervasive and the soul of all, remains hidden within all beings” 
(Sv. VI. 11). 

Again, in the Upanisads it is not the repetition of the Blissful 
One that is met with, but rather the various synonyms of the 
substantive portion of the phrase (viz Bliss): “He is verily the 
rasa (source of joy); for one becomes happy by coming in 
contact with that source of joy. Who indeed will inhale or 
who will exhale, if this Bliss be not there in the supreme space 
(within the heart)? This One indeed enlivens people” (Tai. II. 
vii), “This then is an evaluation of Bliss” (Tai. II. viii), “The 
enlightened man is not afraid of anything after realizing that Bliss 
of Brahman’?! (Tai. II. ix), “He knew Bliss as Brahman” (Tai. 


The Bliss that is Brahman, the “of” being used by fancying a 
difference, as in “The body of a building”. 
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III. vi). Had the phrase “Blissful One” been definitely ascertained 
to mean Brahman, then one could fancy the repetition of the 
“Blissful One” even in the subsequent uses of the word Bliss 
alone. But the Blissful One, as pointed out by us, is not 
Brahman, because He has joy etc. as His head etc., and there 
are other reasons. Accordingly, from the use in another Upa- 
nisad of the substantive portion Bliss as a synonym for Brahman 
in the text, “Knowledge, Bliss, Brahman” (By. III. ix. 28.7), it 
follows that the word Bliss in such texts as, “if this Bliss be not 
there in the supreme space” (Tai. II. vii), refers to Brahman. 
But it is to be understood that the word Bliss is not a repetition 
of the phrase “Blissful One’’. 

It was argued that the word dnanda (Bliss) is repeated toge- 
ther with the suffix mzayat in, “He attains the Blissful self” (Tai. 
II. viii). But this Blissful self does not refer to Brahman; for it 
occurs in a context of a succession of attainable selfs which are 
constituted by food etc. 

Opponent : If the Blissful self to be attained be not Brahman, 
then the result accruing from the attainment of Brahman??° 
will remain unspecified for the enlightened man. 

Samkara: That is no defect; for from the mention of the 
attainment of the Blissful One, the result achievable by the 
enlightened man, viz the attainment of the Brahman described 
as the stabilizing tail, becomes stated ipso facto. Besides, this 
result is elaborated by such texts as, “Expressive of this, there 
occurs this verse” (Tai. II. ix). And the text, “He wished, 
‘Let me become many, let me be born’” (Tai. IIE. vi. 2), 
occurring in the proximity of the Blissful One, was quoted by 
you. But‘this does not lead to the comprehension of the Brah- 
manhood of the Blissful One; for that text gets connected 
with the more proximate word Brahman, present in “Brahman 
is the supporting tail”. And since the subsequent texts, as for 
instance, “That is verily the rasa (source of joy)” (Tai. II. vii), 


“Stated in that context of attainment (Tai. II). In reality, upasaritkra- 
mana means transcendence or sublation according to Samkara, and not 
attainment. 
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stem out of this text, they do not have the Blissful One as their 
purport. 

Opponent: It is unjustifiable that “He” (sab, used in the 
masculine gender) in the text, “He wished” (Tai. II. vi. 2), 
should stand for Brahman (which is neuter). 

Samkara: That is not damaging; for in the text, “From that 
Self was born space” (Tai. II. i. 2), Brahman is referred to by 
the word Self (dtma) which has the masculine gender. On the 
contrary, in the section of the Taittirfya called “The knowledge 
received by Bhrgu and imparted by Varuna” (III. vi), it is 
stated, “He knew Bliss as Brahman” (ibid.), where the sufhx 
mayat is nat used, and joy etc. are not mentioned as the head etc. 
Hence it is but proper that Bliss should be Brahman. Accord- 
ingly, Brahman in Itself cannot reasonably have joy etc. as Its 
head etc. without assuming some conditioning factor, however 
tenuous it be. Nor is it the intention here to reveal the condi- 
tioned Brahman, for there is the text showing the transcendence 
of speech and mind (Tai. II. ix. 1), Accordingly, the z#ayat in 
anandamaya is used to imply modification just as much as in 
annamaya etc., but it is not used to imply plenitude. 


So the aphorisms are to be explained thus: 


12. (Brahman is referred to in) ST4*<44: the Blissful One 
(etc.), AAA] owing to the repetition (of the word Bliss). 


Doubt: Is it the intention of the text, “Brahman is the tail 
that stabilizes” (Tai. II. v), to present Brahman as a limb of 
the Blissful One or as an independent entity? 

Opponent: The use of the word tail leads to the conclusion 
that It is intended as a limb. 

Samkara: This being the position, it is said, Anandamayo’- 
bhyasat. (This means that) in the text, “The Blissful Self” etc., 
Brahman is referred to as an independent entity by saying, 
“Brahman is the tail that stabilizes”. This is gathered from the 
repetition; for the absolute Brahman alone is referred to in the 
verse: “He becomes non-existing” etc. (Tai. II. vi. 1), which is 
a concluding reaffirmation (of what was started with). 
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13. The interpretation of VikaraSabdanneticenna pracuryat is 
this: 


aq faareersarq Not so owing to the use of a word denoting 


limb &fa-4q if this be the objection, (then) 4 not so, aaa 
(that word) having been used owing to continuous presence. 


Your argument was that “Brahman is not an independent 
entity, because a limb is meant by the word vikara.111 Because 
the word tail, implying a limb, is used, Brahman cannot be an 
independent entity.” That position has to be refuted. With 
regard to this we say: That is nothing damaging; for a word 
implying a limb can be justified from the standpoint of 
pracurya, which means the continuous presence (of an idea 
in the mind), that is to say, the persistent occurrence of the 
word in a context in which the limbs are predominantly in 
evidence. After describing the food-self etc., from the head to 
the tail, the turn came for the enumeration of the head and 
other limbs of the Blissful One; and the idea of limbs being 
predominant in the mind, the text said, “Brahman is the tail 
that stabilizes”. This was not done from any motive of showing 
Brahman as a limb (but as a matter of habit), which fact 
becomes obvious from the affirmation of Brahman as an indc- 
pendent entity on the ground of repetition. 


14. The aphorism, TaddbetuvyapadeSacca, is to be explained 
thus: 


@ And AT -FI-AAIAAT owing to the presentation (of Brahman) 
as the cause of all that (creation, including the Blissful One). 


In the text, “He created all this that there is” (Tai. II. vi), 
Brahman is shown as the cause of all modifications inclusive of 
the Blissful One. Not that Brahman, which is the cause of Its 
own modification, viz the Blissful One, can be the latter’s limb 
in any primary sense. 

The other aphorisms are also to be understood, as far as 


7% Lit. “modification”, but here “modified form” in the derivative 
sense of “that form through which anything evolves”. 
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possible, as speaking of Brahman present in the sentence about 
the tail.11? 


Topic 7: THE BEING INSIDE 


Doubt: It is stated in the Upanisad: “Now, again, He, the 
Purusa that is seen in the sun is golden in colour; His beard is 
golden, hair is golden, everything up to the tip of the nails is 
golden. His eyes are like the pink lotus that is itself as pink as 
the seat of a monkey. His name is wt (uprisen). This Purusa, 
that is such, remains lifted above all sins. Anyone meditating 
thus does certainly rise above sins” (Ch. I. vi. 6-8); “This is 
the meditation on the divine plane” (ibid.); “Then follows the 
meditation on the bodily plane. He, the Purusa, that is seen in 
the eye” etc. (Ch. I. vil. 5-8). Here arises a doubt: Is the Purusa 
(lit. person), who is to be worshipped in the sun and the eyes, 
a human being who had attained a high eminence on account 
of the perfection of his meditation and action, or is He the 
ever existing God? What is the conclusion to be arrived at? 

Opponent : He must be a transmigrating soul. 

Why? 

Because the Upanisad mentions his form. For instance, such a 
form as possession of golden beard is mentioned for the person 
in the sun. For the person in the eye also we get that very 
form by a process of extension shown in, “Of this One that is 
such, the form is the same as of that One” (Ch. I. vii. 5). Not 
that the supreme Lord can reasonably have any form, for the 


48°The remaining sutras are to be explained thus: 


15. @ And aera foray Wq the very Brahman mentioned in the mantra 
ita is declared (in the portion about the tail). 

16. It: The other (Blissful One) is not meant, ATITT: owing 
to impropriety. 

17. @ And ATTA owing to the teaching of difference between 
the two (viz that the Blissful One becomes joyous by getting the Bliss 
that is Brahman). 

18. FAnd ATATY owing to the use of kama (i.e. Bliss) in the sense of 


Brahman 4 no ATATA-AIAT need of inferring the Blissful One to be 
Brahman, 
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Upanisad says, “Soundless, touchless, formless, undiminishing” 
(Ka. I. iii. 15). This conclusion is supported by the mention of 
a place of residence in the texts: “He that is in the sun” (Ch. I. 
vi. 6), “He that is in the eye” (Ch. I. vit.). No residence can 
be asserted for the supreme Lord who is without any support, 
exists in His own glory, and is all-pervasive. There are also 
these Vedic texts in support: “On what, O venerable sir, is He 
seated? On His own glory” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1), “He is all- 
pervasive like space and is eternal’. There is this additional 
reason, that a limit to His glory is specified in the texts, “(He 
the Purusa in the sun) rules over the worlds that are above the 
sun and also over the things enjoyable to the gods” (Ch. I. vi. 
8), where a limit is set to the majesty of the person in the sun; 
and “He, who is such, rules over the worlds below the eyes as 
also over the things enjoyable to men” (Ch. I. vii. 6), where a 
limit is set to the majesty of the person in the eye. But it is 
not reasonable that God’s majesty should have any limitation, 
since it is spoken of without any reservation in the text, “This 
One is the lord of all, this One is the ruler (i.e. Death) of all 
beings, this One is the protector (i.e. Indra and other gods) 
of all beings; this One is like a dam that impounds so that these 
worlds (i.e. castes and stages of life etc.) may not get mixed up 
and destroyed” (Br. IV. iv. 22). Therefore it is not the supreme 
Lord that resides in the sun and the eyes. 
Vedantin : Such being the position, we say: 


APARTSATAM | Ro UI 


aad: The One inside (is God), T-T4-SIAAT for His qualities 
are taught. 


20. The Being inside is God, His qualities having been taught. 


The Purusa?!3 of whom the Upanisad speaks thus, “He who 
Is in the sun, He who is in the eye” (Ch. I. vi, I. vii), must be 
God Himself, and not any transmigratory soul. 


“* Purusa is the all-pervasive entity, seen as a Person by the worshippers. 
Golden in that context means, made of light, i.e. self-effulgent. 
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Why? 

Because His qualities are taught. For it is God’s qualities that 
are taught here. Thus having revealed the name of the Person 
in the sun by saying, “His name is wt (the uprisen)” (Ch. I. 
vi. 7), the derivation of that name is shown as arising from 
the fact of remaining free from sin, in the text, “This Purusa 
that is such, remains lifted above all sins”. And that name, of 
which the derivation has been shown, is extended to the Person 
in the eye by saying. “He has the same name as the other One 
has” (Ch. I. vii. 5). Freedom from all sins is declared about the 
supreme Self alone in, “That which is the Self beyond all sins” 
(Ch. VIII. vii), and such sentences. Similarly in the text, “He 
(the Person in the eye) is the Rk-mantra, the Sama-mantra, the 
wktha (a kind of hymn), the Yajur-mantra, the three Vedas” 
(Ch. I. vii. 5), the Upanisad points out the identity of the 
Person in the eye with Rk, Sama, etc.; and that is possible only 
in the case of the supreme Lord, it being reasonable that He 
should be everything by virtue of His being the source of all. 
Again, commencing with the Rk and Sama mantras that are 
the same as the earth, fire, and so on, in the divine context, and 
speech, vital force, and so on, in the physical context, it is 
said, “Of Him the Rk and Sama mantras are two bodily joints. 
This is in the divine context” (Ch. I. vi. 8). Similarly in the 
bodily context, “He (the Person in the eye) has the same two 
joints as the Person in the sun” (Ch. I. vii. 5). This becomes 
proper only if He is the Self of all. And the text, “Therefore 
when these people play on the Vina (lute), they sing of Him; 
and hence they become prosperous” (Ch. I. vii. 6), shows how 
He is present as music even in the human songs. This can be 
so if God is accepted as that Person, as is shown in the Bhaga- 
vad-Gita, “Whatever being there is great, prosperous, or 
powerful, that know thou to be a product of a part of My 
splendour” (X. 41). Besides, the absolute power of ruling over 
the worlds and desires that is mentioned in the Upanisad, points 
to God. In answer to the objection that the reference in the 
Upanisad to such forms as the possession of golden beard etc. 
does not befit God, we say: Even for God there may be forms 
created at His will out of Maya for the sake of favouring the 
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aspirants, as is declared in the Smrti, “O Narada, it is a Maya, 
created by Me, that you see Me in this form possessed of all 
the substances and qualities. You must not understand Me 
thus”. On the contrary, when the divine aspect bereft of all 
qualities is spoken of, then the relevant text runs thus: “Sound- 
less, touchless, formless, and undiminishing” (Ka. I. i. 15), 
and so on. But since God is the cause of everything, He is 
sometimes spoken of, for the sake of adoration, as possessed of 
certain mundane qualities, as in, “He is possessed of all (good) 
action, all (good) desires, all (good) smell, all (good) tastes” 
(Ch. III. xiv. 2), and so on. In the same way there can be the 
mention of His golden beard. As for the criticism that He 
cannot be God, since a residence is mentioned, we say, even 
for the One who is established in His own glory, there can 
be an instruction about some seat for the sake of adoration; 
for being all-pervasive like space, He can very well dwell inside 
everything. The mention of the limitation to His majesty also 
occurs with reference to the bodily and divine contexts for 
the sake of worship. Therefore God Himself is spoken of as 
residing within the eye and the sun. 


RASTA AA: Wh 2PM 


#3 And AZ-VTIAANE owing to the mention of difference AA: 
different. 


21. And God is different (from the individual being) owing 
to the mention of difference. 


God, the internal Ruler, does exist as an entity different 
from the individual souls identifying themselves with the bodies 
of the sun etc.; for their dissimilarity is stated in another 
Upanisad, in these words: “He who inhabits the sun, but is 
within it, whom the sun does not know, whose body is the 
sun, and who controls the sun from within, is the internal 
Ruler, your own immortal Self” (Br III. vii. 9). By saying, 
“within the sun” and “whom the sun does not know”, it is 
clearly shown that the internal Ruler is different from the sun 


which is the knower and which is an individual soul identifying 
6 
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itself with the intellect.11* It is but reasonable from the simi- 
larity of the Upanisads that this very entity (of Br. III. vit. 9) 
should be the Person mentioned here (in Ch. I. vi. 6-7) as 
inside the sun. Therefore it is proved that God Himself is 
spoken of here. 


Topic 8: SPACE 


Doubt: The Chandogya Upanisad states thus: “(Salavatya 
asked): ‘What is the goal of this world?’ He (Pravahana 
Jaivali) answered, ‘Space. For all things certainly originate 
from Space; and they merge by moving towards Space. For 
Space is certainly greater than all these, Space is their supreme 
goal’” (Ch. I. ix. 1). With regard to this the doubt arises: Does 
the word space mean the supreme Brahman or the material 
space? 

Why does the doubt arise? 

Because the word is used in both senses. The word space is 
well known to be used in the sense of natural space in the 
Vedas and common parlance; and at times it is found to be 
used for Brahman also, as for instance in such places as the 
following, where Brahman stands out as the well determined 
meaning from the text that follows or from the mention of 
some distinguishing characteristics: “If this Space that is Bliss 
(1.e. Brahman) had not been there” (or “If this Bliss were not 
there in Space’) (Tai. II. vii), “Space indeed is the accom- 
plisher (of the origin and continuance) of name and form. That 
in which they exist is Brahman” (Ch. VIII. xiv). Hence this 
doubt. What is the reasonable conclusion here? 

Opponent : It must be the material space. 

Why? 

For that occurs to the mind instantaneously, owing to more 
familiar use; and this word space cannot be understood to 
imply both these equally, for that will lead to its having many 
meanings. Therefore the word space must have a secondary 
meaning when it is applied to Brahman, Brahman being similar 


44The instrument of cognition, owing to identity with which the 
soul thinks, “I know”. 
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to space as regards many such qualities as pervasiveness. More- 
over, when a primary meaning is admissible, any secondary 
meaning is not to be accepted; and here it is possible to accept 
space in the primary sense. 

Objection : If the material space be the meaning, the comple- 
mentary portion of the passage becomes illogical, which runs as 
follows: “All things certainly originate from Space” etc. (Ch. 
I. 1x. 1). 

Opponent: That is no fault; for even material space can 
become the cause (of all) by evolving into air etc. in succession; 
for it is known (from the Upanisad), “From the Self, that is 
such, originated space, from space arose air, from air fire” 
(Tai. II. 1), and so on. As for being greater and the ultimate 
goal, that is possible even for the material space with relation 
to the other elements. By the word space, therefore, the material 
space Is meant. 

Vedantin : Such being the position, we say: 


aH RRA COMA YZ Ul 


aera: Space (is Brahman), @q-f#Tq owing to the indicatory 
mark of that. 


22. Space (akaSa) is Brabman, for Brabman’s indicatory mark 
1s in evidence. 


By the word Space here we should understand Brahman. 

Why? 

Because a mark indicating Brahman is in evidence in, “For 
all things originate from Space to be sure” etc. (Ch. I. ix. 1). 
For it is an established fact in the Upanisads that all things 
originate from the supreme Brahman. 

Opponent : Space, the element, has also been shown as becom- 
ing the cause by evolving through a succession of air etc. 

Vedantin: Yes, it has been shown. Yet if Brahman be not 
taken into account as the origin, the emphasis in the phrase 
“certainly from Space” and the word “all” as a qualification of 
“things” cannot be reconciled. So also “They merge by moving 
towards Space” is an indicator of Brahman. And the fact of 
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being greater and the ultimate goal is stated in, “For Space is 
certainly greater than these, and Space is their ultimate goal” 
(ibid.). For absolute greatness is declared about the supreme 
Self alone in, “Greater than the earth, greater than the sky, 
greater than heaven, greater then all these worlds” (Ch. III. 
xiv. 3). Similarly the fact of being the supreme goal is more in 
accord with the supreme Self, It being the ultimate cause. In 
support of this is the Upanisadic text: “Knowledge, Bliss, 
Brahman, the supreme goal of the distributor of wealth as 
well as of him who has realized Brahman and lives in It” (Br. 
III. ix. 28.7). Moreover, Jaivali, who condemns Salavatya’s posi- 
tion by pointing out the defect of limitation, resorts to Space 
with a view to speaking of something unlimited. And then 
attributing the similarity of Space to Udgitha, he says, “This 
Udgitha (i.e. its part Om) is this Space, and it is great and higher 
than all that is high.!25 This One that is sh is infinite” (Ch. I. 
ix. 2). That infinity is also an indication of Brahman. As for 
the argument that the material space occurs to the mind 
because of familiar use, we say that though it may occur to 
the mind first, it cannot be accepted after noticing the char- 
acteristics of Brahman evident in the complementary portion. 
We showed that the word space occurs to signify Brahman as 
well, as for instance in, “Space indeed is the accomplisher 
(revealer) of name and form” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1). Similarly it 
is seen that the synonyms of space are also used for Brahman 
in such places as, “The Vedas are the authoritative revealers 
of the absolutely immutable Vyoman (Sky, Brahman) on 
which all the gods subsist” (R. V. I. clxiv. 39), “This is that 
knowledge received by Bhrgu, which is established in the 
supreme Vyoman” (Tai. III. vi), “Om Kam (i.e. Bliss) is 
Brahman, Kham (Space) is Brahman” (Ch. IV. x. 5), “Om is 
that Kham (Space)—the eternal Space” (Br. V. i). Even the 
word space occurring at the beginning of the sentence should 
be understood to signify Brahman, owing to the trend of the 
complementary portion of the text. For such a word as fire 


™ Because Om, a part of Udgitha, is great, it being the essence etc. of 
all and superior to all other letters. 


1.1. 23] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 85 


occurring in the statement, “The fire reads the hymn”, at the 
beginning of a text, is seen to mean a brilliant boy reading the 
hymn. Hence it is concluded that the word Space means 
Brahman. 


Topic 9: PRANA 


In the course of discussing the meditation on Udgitha, it is 
noticed in the Upanisad that, after starting with, “O chanter 
of Prastava (i.e. an introductory part of Sama song), should 
you chant it in my presence without knowing the deity thereof, 
your head will fall’!1° (Ch. I. x. 9), the question (by Cakra- 
yana) occurs, “Which is that deity?” And “He (Usasti) replies, 
‘It is Prana (lit. vital force), for all these things proceed towards 
and merge in Prana and from Prana they emerge. This is that 
deity that is intimately associated with Prastava’”, (Ch. I. xi. 
4-5). The doubt arising from this and its solution are to be 
understood in accordance with the earlier pattern. 

Doubt : The word Prana is found to be used in the sense of 
Brahman in such texts as, “O amiable one, the mind 1s tethered 
to Prana’''7 (Ch. VI. viii. 2), “Prana of Prana”418 (Br. IV. iv. 
18). But the more familiar use in the world as well as in. the 
Vedas is in the sense of the vital force that is a form of air 
(i.e. energy). Therefore the doubt arises here as to which of 
the two should be reasonably accepted here. 

Opponent: It is proper to. accept the modification of air 
called the vital force having a fivefold function, for it was 
pointed out that the word Prama is more familiarly known to 
imply that. 

Objection: Here also it is proper to accept Brahman, for 
Its characteristics are in evidence just as before. Here also the 
entry and emergence of all the elements, noticeable in the com- 
plementary portion, bear witness to God’s activity. 

Opponent : Not so, for even in case of the chief vital force 


™ This is Usasti’s warning to Cakrayana. 

“In deep sleep, the soul, having the mind as its limiting adjunct, becomes 
unified with Praza or Brahman. 

™ Prana or Brahman imparts existence and expression to the vital 
force. 
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(in the mouth), the entry and emergence of all the elements are 
noticeable in, ““When a man is in deep sleep, then speech enters 
into Prana, the eye enters into Pré@ma, the ear enters into Prana, 
the mind enters into Prana. When he wakes up again, they re- 
emerge from Prana itself”!1® (S. B. X. iii. 3.6). It is a fact of 
common experience that the functions of the senses and organs 
get merged in the vital function that does not get lost in sleep; 
and at the time of waking, they rise out of Prana. And because 
the senses and organs are the quintessence of the elements, it is 
nothing contradictory that the trend of the complementary 
portion of the text should point to the entry and emergence 
of the elements into and out of the vital force. Moreover, the 
Sun and Food, who are the deities of Udgitha and Pratibara 
(portions of the Sima song) respectively, are mentioned after 
Prana. Not that they have Brahmanhood. Because of this simi- 
larity with them, Praéma also is not Brahman. 
Vedantin : This being the position, the aphorist says: 


AI CUT AMT: tt X32 Ui 
ad: Tf On that very ground 3M: Prana. 
23. On that very ground, Prana (is Brabman). 


The reason “Because Brahman’s indicatory mark is in evid- 
ence” was advanced under the earlier aphorism. “On that very 
ground” of the presence of the indicatory mark of Brahman, 
the word Pr#na also should mean the supreme Brahman. For 
the association of Prana with the characteristics of Brahman is 
met with in the text, “All the things proceed towards and 
merge in Prdza and from It they emerge” (Ch. I. xi. 5), where 
the mention of the origin and dissolution of all things, stated 
to be proceeding from Prana, proves that Prana is Brahman. 

Opponent: Did we not say that the mention of the entry 
and emergence is reconcilable even if the chief Prana be 
accepted, this being a matter of experience during sleep and 
waking. 


2° Fye etc. stand for the corresponding organs which are the products 
of the elements. 
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To this we (Veddantins) say: During sleep and waking we 
notice only the entry and the emergence of the senses and 
organs into and out of Prana, but not of all the elements, 
whereas the entry and the emergence of all the things, presided 
over by the individual souls, along with the bodies and senses, 
are spoken of here, as is seen in the text, “All these things 
certainly” etc. (Ch. I. xi. 5). Even if this text, mentioning all 
things, signifies the elements, the characteristics of Brahman are 
found to be fully in accord. 

Opponent: Is it not a fact that in the following text we 
come across the entry and emergence, during sleep and waking, 
of the senses together with their objects into and out of 
Préna?—“When a sleeping man has no dream whatsoever, and 
he becomes one with this Praza, then into that Pré@na enters 
speech together with all the names” (Kau. III. 3). 

Vedantin : Even there the word Prana means Brahman, for the 
characteristic of Brahman is in evidence.12° 

And the argument is baseless that Préza is not Brahman 
owing to the use of the word in association (or in the proximity 
of) Food and the Sun; for mere proximity counts for nothing 
when the obvious meaning of Préya is known to be Brahman 
from the trend of the complementary text. And the argument 
was advanced that the more usual meaning of Prana is the vital 
force having a fivefold function; that has to be met in the same 
way as in the case of the word Space.!2! Therefore it is con- 
cluded that the Deity of Prastéva is Brahman. 

Some people think that this aphorism alludes to the texts, 
“Prana of Prana” (Vital force of vital force) (Br. IV. iv. 18), 
and “O amiable one, the mind is tethered to Prana (Ch. VI. 
viii. 2). That too is unjustifiable, since there is no reasonable 
scope for doubt (in these two texts) in the face of the differ- 


™ Because Prana is shown to be non-different from the individual soul, 
at the same time that It is the place of merger of all things. Again, Prana, 
considered as a transformation of elements, cannot have the elements 
merged in itself. 

7 Since emphasis is placed on Prana by saying, “Prana only”, and since 
it is declared to be the material source of all things, therefore it is 
Brahman. 
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ence in words and the force of the context. Just as in the use, 
“The father of the father”, it is clear that the grandfather who 
is indicated by the nominative case is different from the one 
indicated by the sixth case (with of); so also in “the Vital 
force of the vital force” it becomes apparent from the differ- 
ence in words, that some Vital force, different from the 
familiar one, is referred to; for the very same thing cannot be 
indicated to be different from itself by saying: “He is his”. 
Moreover, it is to be understood (from the context) that if 
something is referred to by a different word in its own context, 
it must be itself alone that is thus spoken of. For instance, 
when under the topic of the Jyotistoma sacrifice it is stated: 
“In every spring one should perform the Jyotis sacrifice”, the 
word Jyotis must mean Jyotistoma. Similarly in a context in 
which the supreme Brahman comes under discussion, it is 
stated: “O amiable one, the mind is tethered to Prana’. This 
being the case, how can this Prana mean a mere modification 
of air? Accordingly, since there is no scope for doubt, the 
above passages are not to be alluded to (in this connection). 
But the doubt does arise about the Prana which is the deity of 
Prastava; and the relevant doubt and its solution have been 
shown above. 


Topic 10: Licut 


THAT ATA WR A 


satfa: Light (is Brahman) Tr-afTarat] owing to the men- 
tion of feet. 


24. Light is Brabman because of the mention of feet. 


Doubt: The Upanisad says: “Then that (Light) that shines 
in the excellent unsurpassable worlds above this heaven, above 
all beings, and above all the worlds, is this same Light that is 
within a human being” (Ch. III. xiii. 7). With regard to this 
the doubt arises: Does the Light here refer to the Light of the 
sun etc. or does it mean the supreme Self? It has been said that 
though the connotation of a word be different, it may refer 
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to Brahman if Brahman’s characteristics are in evidence. This 
discussion relates to whether those characteristics themselves 
exist here or not. What should be the conclusion? 

Opponent: The conclusion is that the light of the sun etc. 
is meant by the word light. 

Why? 

Because of familiar use. It is well known that the two words 
light and darkness refer to opposite things. Nocturnal gloom 
etc., hindering the functioning of the eye, are known as dark- 
ness; and the solar rays etc. that help vision are called light. 
Similarly the word “shines” in the text is in vogue with regard 
to the sun etc. Brahman, devoid of colour etc., cannot answer 
to the text “shines” in the primary sense. And an additional 
argument is the reference in the text to heaven as a limit. For 
Brahman, the source of all that moves and does not move, 
and the Self of all (i.e. the all-pervasive entity), cannot have 
heaven as a limit, whereas any light that is a product (of 
Brahman) can have heaven as its limit. And the text in the 
brabmana (explanatory) portion in the Upanisad says, “the 
light above this heaven”. 

Objection: Heaven as a limitation is irreconcilable even with 
the created light, for it is experienced everywhere. So let this 
mean the first-born unmixed fire. 

Opponent : No, for the unmixed light serves no purpose.1?? 

Objection: The mere fact of becoming an object of (no- 
tional) meditation is the purpose that it serves. 

Opponent: No, for the sun etc. are enjoined as objects of 
meditation only when they serve some other purpose (apart 
from being: an object of meditation). Besides, the Upanisad 
speaks (of all the elements) without any reservation in the 
text: “Let me make a threefold mixture of each one of them 
(i.e. light, water, and earth)”?!?3 (Ch. VI. iii. 3). And it is not 
a familiar fact that even the unmixed fire has heaven as its 


™Pure light cannot be seen. Gross light is a mixture of the three 
elements—light, water, and earth—though light predominates. So also 
with other gross elements. 

“That is to say, there can be no unmixed light after creation takes 
place. 


90 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (1.1. 24 


limitation. So let the mixed fire itself be the meaning of the 
word light. 

Objection: Did we not point out that the (mixed) light of 
fire etc. is met with even below heaven? 


Opponent : That creates no difficulty, for though the (gross) 
light spreads everywhere, it is nothing contradictory to accept 
for meditation a certain portion of it spreading above heaven. 
But it is not proper to imagine any specific place for the partless 
Brahman. Besides, the mention of many places of residence in 
the text, “that which shines in the excellent, unsurpassable 
worlds, above all the worlds” (Ch. III. xiii. 7), 1s more in 
keeping with the created light. Moreover, in the text, “This 1s 
the same light that is within a human being” (ibid.), it is séen 
that the supreme light is superimposed on the fire in the 
stomach; and superimpositions are possible in cases of similarity, 
as for instance in, “Of this Being who is in the solar orb, the 
syllable bha@r is the head, for the head is one, and this syllable 
is one” (Br. V. v. 3). It is a well-known fact that the fire in 
the stomach is not Brahman, for it is mentioned as possessed 
of heat and sound in the Upanisadic texts, “Of this Being, this 
is the perceptual evidence (that one feels this bodily heat by 
touch)”, “Of this Being this is the audible evidence (that one 
hears a sound like bellowing inside, by plugging the ears)” (Ch. 
Ill. xiii. 7). Furthermore, there is the Upanisadic text, “This 
entity, that is such, should be meditated on as seen and heard” 
(ibid.). Again, this is not Brahman, because the result stated in, 
“He who meditates thus becomes a cynosure and a famous man” 
(ibid.), is insignificant, whereas the meditation on Brahman is 
intended for some great result. Unlike what is found in the 
case of Prana and Space, there is nothing here in the context 
of light itself that can be a characteristic of Brahman. Nor is 
Brahman pointed out in the previous text, “Gayatri is surely 
all these beings” (Ch. III. xii. 1), the metre Gayatri being 
mentioned there by name. Even if it be conceded somehow 
that Brahman is presented in the previous text, still the identity 
is not recognizable here; for heaven occurs as a habitation in 
the earlier sentence, “His three feet are in heaven” (Ch. III. xii. 
6), whereas it occurs as a limitation in, “the light shining above 
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heaven” (Ch. III. xiii. 7). Accordingly, the natural light has to 
be accepted here. 

Vedantin : This contingency having arisen, we say, Brahman 
is to be understood here by the word Light. 

Why? 

“Because of the mention of feet.”!24 For in the previous 
text, Brahman was shown as possessed of four feet in the 
mantra, “That much (ie. the whole creation) is His glory; 
but Purusa is greater than that. All things constitute only one 
of His feet. His three feet that are immortal are in heaven” 
(Ch. III. xii. 6). Those very three feet of that four-footed 
Brahman, that are immortal and were shown in the mantra as 
constituting that aspect of Brahman associated with heaven, 
can be recognized here also as spoken of in association with 
heaven. Should any one give that up and resort to natural 
light, one will be open to the charge of rejecting something 
under discussion and taking up something extraneous. Not 
only is the topic of Brahman continued in the passage about 
Light, it will be pursued even in the succeeding meditation 
called the Saudilya-vidya (Ch. III. xiv). Therefore Brahman is 
to be understood here from the word Light. 

As for the contention that the words light and shine are 
More in vogue in connection with the created light, that 1s 
nothing damaging. For once we arrive at Brahman with the 
help of the context, those two words, used here without any 
specific exclusion of Brahman, can refer to Brahman. indicated 
figuratively by the shining, created light. Besides, there is the 
mantra text, “Lighted up by whose effulgence the sun shines” 
(Tai. Br. II. xii. 9.7). Or it may be said that this word Light 
is not used to mean the light favouring the act of seeing, for 
it is found to be used in other senses as well as in, “It is 
through the light of speech (i.e. words of mouth) that he 
sits, (goes out, works, and returns)” (in deep darkness) (Br. 
IV. i. 5), “The mind becomes a light to those who drink 
ghee” (Tai. Br. I. vi. 3.3). Accordingly, whatever reveals other 


Because of the mention of carana in the sense of “foot” and not 
“conduct”. 
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things is referred to by the word light. Hence Brahman, which 
is consciousness by nature, can also be referred to by the word 
Light in that sense, inasmuch as It reveals the whole universe. 
This is also borne out by the Upanisadic text: “He shining, 
everything shines accordingly; by His effulgence all this shines 
diversely” (Mu. II. ii. 10), “Upon that immortal Light of all 
lights the gods meditate as longevity” (Br. IV. iv. 16). 

There was the objection that it is improper for Brahman to 
have heaven as a limitation. To this we say: Even in the case 
of the omnipotent Brahman, it is nothing incongruous to assume 
a certain location for the sake of worship. 

Opponent: Did we not say it is impossible to fancy any 
locus for Brahman that has no parts? 

Vedantin: That defect does not arise; for it is reasonable 
to assume a locus for Brahman owing to association with 
limiting adjuncts. Accordingly, we find in the Upanisads 
certain meditations on Brahman in association with certain 
places as in, “in the sua’ (Ch. I. vi. 6), “in the eye” (Ch. I. 
vii. 5), “in the heart” (Ch. III. xiii. 7). Hereby is explained the 
plurality of abodes as in “above all beings” (ibid.). 

Again, it was argued: The light above heaven must also be 
this natural light, because it is superimposed on the natural fire 
that can be inferred to be existing in the stomach on the ground 
of the perception of its heat and sound. That too is unreason- 
able, since even for the supreme Brahman, the fire in the 
stomach can be as good a symbol as name etc. As for the facts 
of being seen and heard of (i.e. famous) mentioned in, “It is to 
be meditated on as the seen and the heard of”, that too is from 
the point of view of symbolic worship.125 And the argument 
was advanced that the Light is not Brahman, because the result 
(of meditation as stated above) is meagre. That too is beseless, 
for there is no reason for any such hard and fast rule that 
Brahman is to be resorted to for certain definite results and 
not for others.1?6 Only one kind of result (viz liberation) is to 
be understood where the supreme Brahman, devoid of contact 


Hence the attributes do not really belong to Brahman. 
The Upanisads declare that people get whatever results they want 
from the worship of Brahman. 
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with all kinds of distinctions, is taught as the Self. But where 
Brahman is taught as having certain qualities or certain symbols, 
then are mentioned many results, high and low, which are 
included within this world as is shown in such texts as “(The 
great birthless Self is) the eater of food and the giver of wealth 
(i.e. fruits of work). He who knows It as such, receives wealth” 
(Br. IV. iv. 24). Although the Light in the sentence under 
consideration has nothing specifically characteristic of Brahman, 
still the characteristic, as seen in the previous text, has to be 
accepted. That is why the aphorist says, “Light is Brahman, 
because of the mention of feet’. 

Opponent: How, again, can it be proper that the passage 
about Light should be torn out of its own context and mis- 
applied just because it occurs in the proximity of Brahman 
mentioned in another sentence? 

Vedantin : That fault does not arise; for the pronoun “that” 
has the force of calling up to the mind something which pre- 
ceded it. So the word “that” occurring at the very beginning 
in “That (Light) that shines above this heaven” (Ch. III. xiii. 7) 
becomes connected with Brahman in the previous text (Ch. 
III. xii. 6) on account of a common reference to heaven. When 
Brahman becomes known thus, the word Light also comes 
logically to refer to Brahman by implication. So Brahman is to 
be understood here by Light. 


erashtarnata aa aa Fatsoafararcar fe saravqz WU 


~ Not (Brahman) &@:-3fWaTaTq because a metre is men- 
tioned &fa 4q if this be said, 4 not so, Fa:-AIT-faTatY for the 
dedication of mind is taught T&T in that way; f€ for Tat zaraq 
similar instances are found. 


25. If it be objected that Brabman is not spoken of, because 
the mention is about a metre, we say, no, for the dedication of 
the mind is taught in that way; for similar instances are found 
elsewhere. 


Opponent: It was asserted that Brahman is not spoken of 
even in the earlier text, for the metre Gayatri is mentioned 
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there in “Gayatri is indeed all these things that there are” (Ch. 
III. xii. 1). 

Vedantin : That objection has to be met. How, again, can it 
be maintained that just because a metre is mentioned, Brahman 
is not spoken of here, when Brahman with four feet is presented 
in the Rk mantra, “That much is His glory” (Ch. III. xii. 6)? 

Opponent: That cannot be so. The metre Gayatri is intro- 
duced in the text, “Gayatri is verily all this” (Ch. III. xu. 1), 
and that very Gayatri is explained as identical with all things, 
earth, body, heart, speech, and vital force. And then with 
regard to that very Gayatri, as explained, it is said, “That 
Gayatri that is such, has four feet and it is sixfold. This fact is 
revealed in the Rk mantra, “That much is His glory’” etc. 
Having thus been quoted about that very Gayatri, how can 
this mantra suddenly speak of Brahman with four feet? Even 
the word Brahman, used there in the text, “That which is this 
Brahman” (Ch. III. xii. 7), refers to the metre only, for the 
metre is under consideration. In the text, “He who knows this 
secret teaching of Brahman (i.e. Veda)” (Ch. III xi. 3), it is 
explained that the secret teaching of the Vedas is under 
reference. Accordingly, may it not be argued that inasmuch as 
the metre is spoken of, Brahman is not under discussion? 

Vedantin : That is not valid, for “the dedication of the mind 
is taught in that way”. “The dedication of the mind”’—the 
concentration of the mind in Brahman; “in that way”—with 
the help of the metre Gayatri, in which Brahman inheres,—is 
taught by this text of the brabmana portion, “Gayatri is 
verily all this” (Ch. III. xii. 1). Gayatri as a mere assemblage 
of letters cannot possibly be the Self of everything. Therefore 
Brahman, which is the cause of the universe and inheres in Its 
effect, the Gayatri, is spoken of here as “all this”, just as it is 
done in, “All this is verily Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 1). And 
under the aphorism, “It has non-difference from that Brahman, 
since terms like origin etc. are met with” (II. i. 14), we shall 
point out that the effect is non-different from its material 
cause. Similarly, meditation on Brahman with the help of 
natural mediums is met with elsewhere also, as in, “The fol- 
lowers of the Rg-Veda meditate on this very supreme Self as 
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inhering in the hymn called the great Uktha; on this the 
followers of the Yajur-Veda meditate as inhering in fire; and on 
this the followers of the Sama-Veda meditate as inhering in the 
sacrifice called Mahavrata” (Ai. A. IID. i. 3.12). Hence, even 
though a metre be mentioned (by the word Gayatri) in the 
earlier text, still Brahman with four feet is spoken of there. 
And that very Brahman is alluded to in the text about Light, 
this being done with a view to enjoining a fresh meditation. 

Others say that Brahman is directly referred to by the word 
Gayatri through a similarity of numbers. Gayatri is possessed 
of four feet, each consisting of six letters. So also Brahman 
has four feet.'*? Similarly it is found elsewhere that words 
denoting metres are used to signify something else through a 
similarity of number. This can be illustrated thus: The start 1s 
made with the statement, “These (air, fire, etc.) that are five 
in one context (viz divine) and these (vital force, speech, etc.) 
that are five in another context (viz bodily) combine to form 
ten and thus become that (dice called) Krta’, and then it 1s 
said, “And this is the same as Virat (the metre) which is the 
eater of food” (Ch. IV. iii. 8).128 From this point of view, 
Brahman Itself is spoken of (directly) and not the metre 
(Gayatri). From cither point of view, the Brahman under 
discussion is present in the previous text as well. 


77 According to the previous explanation, the word Gayatri in the 
carlier text means a metre in the primary sense, and also Brahman by 
a figure of speech called Ajaballaksana, where something more in addi- 
tion to the original meaning of the word is meant. According to the 
present interpretation, no such figure of speech is implied. Gayatri does 
not refer to the metre at all, but to Brahman directly. The aphorism, 
accordingly means: The metre Gayatri is not meant, cetorpananigadat— 
because Brahman is spoken of by the word Gayatri standing as a 
medium for the dedication of the mind to Brahman, tatha—on the 
strength of the similarity of both having four feet. 

In playing with dice, when one wins with the dice called Krta having 
four figures, the other figures of the other dice, viz three, two, and one 
of Treta, Dvapara, and Kali respectively enter into it; so that the figure 
of Krta is converted to ten. The metre Virat has ten letters to a foot. So 
Virat and Krta are the same. Also the Vedas declare that Virat is food; 
and Krta is the eater of all figures. So Virat is both eater and eaten. 
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qenfearesaqeanarea aay tl RE 


4 And Aat-arfe-T14-SqIAT-ITT: because the representation 
of all the things etc. as a foot becomes possible, waq this must 


be so. 


26. And this must be so, because this makes possible the 
representation of all the things etc. as a foot. 


This has to be admitted to be so for this further reason: 
Brahman is the subject-matter of the earlier text, since all things 
etc. are mentioned as a foot. Thus after mentioning the things, 
the earth, body, and heart, it is said, “That Gayatri of this 
description has six aspects and four feet” (Ch. III. xu. 5). For 
unless Brahman is taken into account, a mere metre cannot 
have all the things etc. as its foot. Besides, without reference 
to Brahman, this Rk mantra, “That much is His glory” etc. 
(Ch. III. xii. 6), becomes incongruous. Brahman becomes the 
subject-matter of this mantra when it is taken in its literal sense, 
for Brahman alone can have the omnipresence spoken of in, 
“All these things are but one of His feet. His three other feet, 
which are immortal, are in heaven” (ibid.). In the Purusa- 
Siikta also, this Rk mantra occurs by way of presenting Brah- 
man. And the Smypti presents such a form of Brahman in, “I 
exist supporting this whole universe by a portion of Myself” 
(Gita, X. 42). Moreover, the reference (to Brahman) made in 
the words, “That which is that Brahman’’?!?® (Ch. III. xu. 7), 
can be possible in the primary sense, only if this point of view 
be accepted. Furthermore, the use of the phrase, “The men 
(i.e. the gatekeepers) of Brahman”, with reference to the five 
openings of the heart, as found in the text, “These five, de- 
scribed thus, are the men of Brahman” (Ch. III. xii. 6), can be 
justified only if a relationship with Brahman is the meaning 
implied.18° Therefore it follows that Brahman is the subject- 


1% This sentence, occurring just after, “That much is His glory”, shows 
that the santra speaks of Brahman. 

1 At the openings of the heart are posted the five vital forces as 
gatekeepers of Brahman to whom this city of the body belongs. Brahman, 
called Gayatri, has to be meditated on in the heart in this way. 
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matter of the earlier text; and hence the conclusion is this: That 
very Brahman, called up to the mind by Its relationship with 
heaven, is referred to in the text about Light. 


sqeaiartta Farraferscafacteay We A 


Sqey-Aalq On account of the difference in instruction 7 not 
so, gf aq if this be the contention, then 4 not so afaciard 
because of absence of contradiction Jrafeay AFF in either case. 


27. If it be argued that Brabman (of the earlier text) is not 
referred to here on account of the difference in the instruction, 
ae say: No, because there is no contradiction in either case. 


And the criticism was advanced that in the earlier text, viz 
“His three feet which are immortal are in heaven” (Ch. III. 
xii. 6), the word heaven, used in the locative case, indicates a 
habitation, whereas in the text here, “That (Light) which 
shines above this heaven”, the word used in the ablative case 
(“above heaven”), indicates a limitation. Hence owing to the 
difference in the (form of the) instruction, the Brahman of the 
previous text is not called to mind here. That criticism has to 
be met. 

To this we (Veddntins) say: That is no valid objection. For 
there is no contradiction in either case. In both the places, 
irrespective of whether the instruction is through an ending in 
the locative case or the ablative case (after heaven), the identi- 
fication suffers nothing. As in common usage we find that a 
hawk associated with the top of a tree, is referred to either as, 
“The hawk on the tree top” or “The hawk above the top of 
the tree”, similarly Brahman, though existing in heaven, is 
taught as existing above it. Others say: Just as a hawk, not in 
actual contact with the top of a tree (but hovering over it), is 
referred to either as “The hawk on the tree top” or “The hawk 
above the top of the tree”, similarly Brahman, though above 
heaven, is taught as existing in heaven. So it can be well recog- 
nized that the Brahman, mentioned in the earlier text, is alluded 
to here (in the latter text). Hence it 1s proved that the supreme 


Brahman Itself is referred to by Light. 
7 
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Topic 11: PRATARDANA 


TTCTAISTTAT UW RS I 


ITT: Prana is Brahman TA ATTATL[owing to such comprehen- 
sion. 


28. Prana is Brahman, because it is comprehended thus. 


Doubt : In the Kausitaki Upanisad occurs the story of Indra 
and Pratardana, which starts with, ‘““The well-known Pratar- 
dana, son of Divodasa, went to Indra’s beloved palace through 
war and valour.” There we read, “I (i.e. Indra) am Prana, 
identified with Consciousness. You meditate on me, who am 
of such stature, as life and immortality” (III. 2). Similarly, 
there occurs this text at a later stage, “Now then, it is Prana 
Itself, identified with Consciousness, that takes hold of the body 
and raises (i.e. animates) it up” (III. 3), as well as, “One 
should not inquire about speech, one should know the speaker” 
(III. 8), and so on. At the end again it is said, “That one is 
surely this Prana, identified with Consciousness, which is bliss, 
ageless, and deathless” (III. 8), and so on. With regard to this, 
the doubt arises: Is the mere vital force signified here by the 
word Prana, or is it some divine soul, or an individual being, 
or the supreme Brahman? 

Objection: Was it not shown under the aphorism, “Prana is 
Brahman for that very reason” (I. i. 23), that the word Prana 
is used in the sense of Brahman? Here also the characteristics 
of Brahman are in evidence, viz “Bliss, ageless, deathless” etc. 
How can there be any possibility of doubt here? 

Doubter: We say that the doubt arises from noticing the 
characteristics of many. Not that the indicatory marks of 
Brahman alone are present here; there are marks indicating 
others also. Indra’s words, “Know me alone’’, are indicative of a 
divine soul. “Taking hold of this body, it raises it up” points to 
Prana (i.e. vital force). “One should not inquire about speech, 
one should know the speaker” etc. presents the individual being. 
Hence the doubt 1s justifiable. 
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Opponent: In that passage, the well-known vital force is 
referred to by Prana. 

Vedantin.: Such being the case, it is said: The word Prana 
is to be understood in the sense of Brahman. 

Why? 

Because it is comprehended thus. To explain: When the 
text is discussed in the context of what precedes and what 
succeeds, the words are seen to lead to an understanding of 
Brahman. Turning to the commencement, we find that, when 
told by Indra, “Ask for a boon”, Pratardana thus spoke of the 
highest objective that a man may aspire to: “You yourself 
choose for me that boon which you think to be the most benefi- 
cent for men” (III. 1). When Praza is taught to him as the most 
beneficent, how can It be other than the supreme Self? For a 
man can attain the most beneficent thing from nothing but the 
knowledge of the supreme Self, as declared in the Vedic text, 
“Knowing Him alone one goes beyond death; there is no other 
path to go by” (Sv. III. 8), and others. Moreover, the text “The 
world (viz liberation) achieved by the man who knows me is 
not certainly injured by any act—neither by theft nor the killing 
of a foetus” (Kau. III. 1), becomes justifiable only if Brahman 
is accepted, for it is well known from such Vedic texts as 
the following that all the results of works are eradicated on 
the dawn of the knowledge of Brahman: “When He that exists 
as the superior and inferior Brahman is known, all the results 
of one’s actions get eradicated” (Mu. II. ii. 8). And the fact of 
Prana being one with Consciousness becomes proper only if 
Brahman is the meaning. For the insentient vital force cannot 
be one with Consciousness. Similarly such words as, “Bliss, 
ageless, deathless” (III. 8), occurring at the end, cannot fully 
apply to anything but Brahman. There are also the texts, “He 
does not become greater by virtuous deeds, nor any the less 
by vicious deeds. It is He who makes one do good deeds whom 
He would raise above these worlds, and He again makes one 
do evil deeds whom He would cast below these worlds’, “This 
One is the ruler over the worlds, this One is the protector of 
the worlds, this One is the lord of the worlds” (Kau. III. 8), 
which all can be understood only if the supreme Brahman is 
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resorted to, and not the chief vital force. Therefore Prana is 
Brahman. 


T TRUCATAM alt ARTHAS AT USAT WW RE Ut 


4A Not so AIH-IITM the teaching being about own self 
@8: of the teacher &ft FJ if this be the objection, (then not 


so) f€ for aferqz here occurs ACAKA-AFaG-FAT an abundance of 
reference to the inmost Self. 


29. If it be argued that Prana is not Brahman, since the 
instruction 1s about the speaker’s own self, (then we say, no), 
for bere is an abundance of reference to the inmost Self. 


Opponent: The assertion that Prana is Brahman is being 
refuted. The supreme Brahman is not the meaning of the word 
Préna. 

Why? 

Because the instruction is about the speaker himself. For 
some embodied deity, called Indra, is the teacher, who speaks 
of himself to Pratardana in the first person in the introductory 
sentence, “Know me alone” (Kau. III. 1) and in the sentence, 
“I am Prana, identified with Consciousness” (Kau. III. 2). How 
can this Prana, taught as the speaker himself, be Brahman? For 
Brahman cannot be a speaker, as it is denied in the Vedic texts, 
“without the vocal organ or mind” (Bry. III. viii. 8), etc. Simi- 
larly in such sentences as, “I killed (ViSvariipa) the three- 
headed son of Tvasta; I threw to the wild dogs the hermits 
averse to the Vedas” (Kau. III. 1), Indra praises himself through 
qualities that fit in with a body, but not with Brahman. And it 
is logical that Indra should be one with Prana by virtue of his 
possession of strength; for we come across such a text as, “The 
vital force is strength” (Br. V. xiv. 4). It is also well known 
that Indra is the presiding deity of strength, for even ordinary 
people assert, “Whatever vigorous effort there may be,. it is 
the work of Indra”. Oneness with Consciousness too is possible 
for a divine being by virtue of his unobstructed knowledge; 
for they say, “The deities have unobstructed knowledge”. Once 
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it is thus established that the teaching is about some divine 
being, such facts as the instruction about the most beneficent 
thing etc. have to be interpreted in the best possible way as 
referring to that being. 

Vedantin: Thus on the strength of the fact that Indra, the 
speaker, talks of himself, it is first denied that Pr@ya can be 
Brahman; then the refutation of that is stated in, “for here is 
an abundance of reference to the inmost Self”. “Here”, in this 
chapter, we find “an abundance of reference to the inmost Self”. 
The text, “Life lasts so long as Prana lives in this body” (Kau. 
III. 2), shows that it is Pr@a alone, one with Consciousness 
and existing as the indwelling Self, and not any external deity 
(coming to exist after It), that has independence in the matter 
of granting life and ending it. Similarly the text, “When Prana 
exists, the senses and organs exist” (ibid.), shows that Prana, 
as the indwelling Self, is the support of the senses and organs. 
So also the text, “It is Prana, identified with Consciousness, 
that takes hold of the body and lifts it up” (Kau. III. 3), (shows 
that Prana, as the indwelling Self, supports the body). And 
starting with, “One should not inquire about speech, but should 
know the speaker (i.e. Prana)” (Kau. III. 8), it is said, “To 
illustrate the point: As the rim of a wheel is fixed on the spokes 
of a chariot and the spokes are fixed on the nave, so are these 
(five) elements and (five) sense-objects fixed on the (five) 
sense-perceptions and (five) senses, and these latter are fixed 
on Prana” (ibid.); “That very Prana, as described, is one with 
Consciousness” (Kau. III. 8); “Bliss, ageless, deathless” (Kau. 
III. 8). All these texts present the inmost Self as their only 
object which remains unaffected by the contacts between sense- 
objects and senses. And the conclusion with the words, “One 
should know, ‘He is my Self’”, becomes justifiable if the inmost 
Self is accepted, but not if any external being (e.g. a god born 
later on) is taken up. In support of this, there occurs a sentence 
in another Upanisad, ‘““This Self, the perceiver of everything, is 
Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19). Therefore, from the abundance of 
reference to the inmost Self, it follows that this Prana is 
Brahman. 

Why then does the speaker teach about himself? 
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But BI@T: the instruction Weal proceeds from a seer’s 
Pp 


vision agreeing with scriptures @TA@74aq as in the case of 
Vamadeva. 


30. But the instruction proceeds from a seer’s vision agreeing 
with scriptures, as in the case of Vamadeva. 


Indra, a divine being, who had through a seer’s (natural) 
vision, agreeing with the scriptures, realized his own Self as 
the supreme Self thus, “I am surely the supreme Brahman”, 
imparted the instruction, “Know me alone” (Kau. III. 1). This 
is just like what is read in, “The sage Vamadeva, while realizing 
this (Self) as,That (Brahman), knew, ‘I was Manu and the 
sun’” (Br. I. iv. 10); for the Upanisad declares, “And whoever 
among the gods knew this became That” (ibid.). The criticism 
also has to be met that after declaring, “Know me alone”, Indra 
praises himself with such characteristics, suggestive of embodied- 
ness, as the killing of the son of Tvasta. In answer it is said: It 
is not by way of eulogizing Indra, who is to be known, that 
such facts as the killing of the son of Tvasta and so on are 
presented, conveying thereby this idea, “Since I am a per- 
former of such deeds, therefore you worship me”. Why are 
they spoken of then? It is for the sake of eulogizing the 
knowledge of Brahman. This being the end in view, the daring 
acts like the killing of the son of Tvasta are first introduced 
and then these are connected with the praise of knowledge 
thus: “For me, while engaged in such (cruel) deeds, not a 
hair was lost. Of one who knows me, no acquired merit is 
adversely affected by any act whatsoever” (Kau. III. 1). The 
idea expressed is this: As I have become identified with Brahman, 
and hence I do not lose so much as a hair, even though 
engaged in such cruel deeds, therefore for anyone else, too, 
who knows me, there can be no injury to his acquired merit 
by any act whatsoever. The real entity to be known, however, 
is Brahman which will be presented Jater in, “I am Praua, one 
with Consciousness” (Kau. III. 2). Therefore this is a statement 
about Brahman. 


1.1.31) BRAHMA -SUTRA.- BHASYA 103 
Tages Taras aerafsacaas TMT NW ze 


sftq-gerart-fsr On account of the indicatory marks of 
the individual soul and chief Praya 7 not so, fd aq if such be 
the objection, (then) 7 not so Saat-4faeqry because this will 
lead to a threefold meditation; ATfyacaT] because of accept- 


ance; 8@ here a&-4tTq] because of the presence of those char- 
acteristics (of Brahman). 


31. If it be argued that Brabman is not spoken of here on 
account of the indications of the individual soul and the chief 
vital force, then that cannot be so, since this will lead to a 
threefold meditation. (Besides, Prana) is accepted (elsewhere) 
as meaning Bralyman (because of the presence of Brabman’s 
characteristics), (and these are) in evidence bere. 


Opponent: Although it follows from the frequency of 
reference to the inmost Self that the instruction is not about 
any (subsequently born) external divine being, still this text 
does not relate to Brahman. 

Why? 

Because there arc the characteristic marks of the individual 
soul and the chicf Prana. As for the characteristic mark of the 
individual soul, it is clearly in evidence in this sentence: “One 
Should not inquire about speech, but should know the speaker” 
(Kau. Il. 8), and so on. For the individual soul, engaged in the 
use of the vocal and other organs and presiding over the 
assemblage of body and senses, is spoken of here as an entity 
to be known. So also there is the indication of the chief vital 
force: “Now, then, it is Prana, one with Consciousness, that 
takes hold of the body and lifts it up” (Kau. III. 3); and the 
keeping up of the body together is the function of the vital 
force. For in the anecdote of Prana it is heard about the other 
pranas, viz the organs of speech etc.: “To them the chief 
Prana said, ‘Do not be deluded; for it is I who hold this body 
together by dividing myself in five ways’” (Pr. II. 3). The 
meaning (of the Kausltaki text quoted above), according to 
those who read “ima Sariratt parigrhya”, (i#ham “this” being 
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used in the masculine in place of idam in the neuter), the 
explanation will be this: “Taking hold of this individual soul or 
this assemblage of body and senses, it lifts up the body.” Identity 
with Consciousness too is justifiable in the case of the individ- 
ual soul on the ground of its intelligence. And this is justifiable 
in the case of the chief vital force also, since it supports the 
other organs (called prémas) which are the instruments of 
perception. Even if both the individual soul and the vital force 
be meant, still it is reasonable to mention them as one from 
the standpoint of the coexistence of the conscious soul and 
Prana; and yet they can be mentioned separately from their 
own individual standpoints, as in, “That which is Prana is 
intelligence, and that which is intelligence is Prava” (Kau. III 
3), “These two reside together in the body, and they leave 
this body together” (Kau. III. 3). If Brahman be accepted as the 
meaning (of Praya), then which one will differ from the other? 
Therefore let either the individual soul or Prana, or even both 
be the meaning, but not Brahman. 


Vedantin: Not so, for that involves a threefold meditation. 
On that supposition we shall be faced with three kinds of medi- 
tation—meditation on the individual soul, meditation on the 
chief Pra@ma, and meditation on Brahman. But such a meaning 
is inadmissible for a single sentence. For from a consideration 
of the beginning and complementary portion of the passage, a 
unity of idea becomes obvious. After starting with, “Know me 
alone” (Kau. III. 1), and declaring, “I am Praya, one with 
Consciousness. Worship me as life and immortality” (Kau. IIL. 
2), it is said at the end, “That very entity that is Pra@va is one 
with Consciousness” (Kau. III. 8), “Bliss, ageless, deathless” 
(III. 8), where we find that the start and the finish are of the 
same pattern. That being so, it is reasonable to understand a 
unity of purport. Besides, it is not possible to apply the charac- 
teristics of Brahman to anything else, for the ten forms of 
elements and the ten forms of intelligence (i.e. five elements and 
their qualities, and five senses and five forms of sensation) 
cannot be merged in anything but Brahman. “Moreover, it is 
admitted”. Since from the presence of the characteristics of 
Brahman, the word Prana is admitted elsewhere to mean 
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Brahman (B.S. I. i. 23), and since here also is in evidence the 
presence of such characteristics as being the most beneficent 
and so on, it is understood that this is an instruction about 
Brahman. 

And it was argued that the text, “Taking hold of this body, 
lifts it up” (Kau. III. 3), is an indication of the chief vital force. 
But that is wrong. For even the functions of the vital force 
are dependent on Brahman, and can thus be ascribed (figura- 
tively) to the supreme Self, as is done in the Upanisadic text, 
“No mortal being lives through exhaling and inhaling, but 
through some other entity on which these two rest” (Ka. II. 
v. 5). Even the interpretation of the text, “One should not 
inquire about speech, but should know the speaker” (Kau. III. 
8), as presenting a sign of the individual soul (that is shown 
by the opponent) cannot rule out the acceptance of Brahman. 
For what is known as the individual soul is not entirely different 
from Brahman; for the texts, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii- 
xvi), “I am Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 10), and so on demolish this 
view. Though the individual soul is Brahman in reality, it is 
called an agent or an experiencer on account of the distinctions 
created by such limiting adjuncts as the intellect. In order to 
make one turn towards the inmost Self, it involves no contradic- 
tion to say, “One should not inquire about speech, but should 
know the speaker” (Kau. III. 8), which is meant to divest the 
individual soul of the distinctions created by conditioning 
factors and to show it as Brahman, which is its true nature. 
And another Upanisadic text, “That which is not uttered by 
speech, that by which speech is uttered—know that to be 
Brahman, and not this thing that they worship objectively” 
(Ke. I. 5), shows that the soul, engaged in such activities as 
speaking, is but Brahman. 

Another objection was that the perception of difference 
between Prana and the Self identified with Consciousness, as 
stated in, “for they both reside in this body together and they 
leave the body together” (Kau. III. 4), cannot be maintained 
by one who sticks to Brahman. That is not a valid objection. 
For it is possible to indicate a difference between the intellect 
and Prana, as constituting the two limiting adjuncts of the 
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indwelling Self and forming the bases of the power of knowing 
and acting. But the indwelling Self, that is conditioned by the 
two, has no difference in Itself. Hence the identification stated 
in “Prana is one with Consciousness” involves no contradiction. 

Or the portion of the aphorism, “Nopdsatraividhyat asritatvat 
iba tadyogat”, has this other meaning (according to Vrttikara): 
There is no contradiction even if we meet with the character- 
istics of the individual soul and the chief vital force in this 
context dealing with Brahman. 

Why? 

For there is a threefold meditation. Three kinds of meditation 
on Brahman are meant here—with the help of the qualities of 
Prana, intelligence, and Brahman Itself. Of these the qualities 
of Prana are mentioned in: “Meditate as life and immortality; 
life is Prawa’”’ (Kau. III. 2); “Taking hold of this body, lifts it 
up” (Kau. III. 3); and therefore “One should meditate on it as 
Uktha”?8? (Kau. III. 3). The qualities of the intellect (i.e. soul) 
are stated thus: Starting with, “Now we shall explain how all 
these things become unified in that intellect’!°? (Kau. III. 4), 
it 1s stated, ““The vocal organ itself fills up one half of its (ie. 
intellect’s) body, names, expressed (through eye etc.) as the 
objects perceived, become its other half’! (Kau. III. 5), 
“Riding on the vocal organ through the intellect, it (i.e. the 
conscious soul) reaches all the names’!%* (ibid.). Here the 
qualities of the intellect are indicated. And the qualities of 
Brahman are shown in, “These ten elements and their enjoy- 
able qualities are dependent on the ten senses and sense-percep- 
tions; and the senses and sense-perceptions are dependent on 


2° That which lifts up (utthadpayati) the body is Uktha, 1... Prana. 

2 By the word “Praja” is meant here the intellect bearing ‘on it the 
reflection of the Self. All things perceived through that intellect become 
unified in the Self which is the basis of the intellect. 

* The Self’s reflection on intellect, called the soul, is the real subject 
perceiving the universe of names. And this constitutes half of its body. 
It is also the subject perceiving the forms constituting the universe of 
forms. This is the other half of its body. The intellect, with the reflection 
of the Self on it, acts in relation to the universe of names through the 
vocal organ. 

8 Similarly it becomes a seer etc. 
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the elements and their qualities. Had not the elements and 
qualities been there, the senses and sensations would not have 
been there; and had not the senses and sensations been there, 
the elements and their qualities would not have been there. 
From neither of them is any rizpa, appearance, possible; nor are 
they different. To illustrate this point: As the rim of a chariot 
wheel is fixed on the spokes and the spokes are fixed on the 
nave, so are these elements and their enjoyable qualities fixed 
on the senses and sensations, and the senses and sensations are 
fixed on the elements and their enjoyable qualities. This Praza, 
that 1s such, is surely one with Consciousness” (Kau. III. 8). 
Accordingly, this is a single meditation on Brahman, spoken of 
as threefold by basing it on Brahman’s own qualities and the 
qualities of Its two conditioning factors. Elsewhere also medi- 
tation on Brahman is resorted to, as for instance, with the help 
of such identification with the qualities of the conditioning 
factors as “having identity with the mind”, as “having Praua as 
the body” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), and so on. That applies here also, 
for the unity of purport is understood from the beginning and 
the end of the text and because we get here the marks indicative 
of Praya, the intellect, and Brahman.?%5 Hence it is proved that 
this text propounds Brahman. 


*° Ratnaprabha rejects this view and states that this is the Vrttikara’s 
interpretation, Sankara’s own having been given earlier. 


SeEcTIon II 


Introduction: In the first section, it was stated under the 
aphorism, “That from which are derived the birth etc. of this”, 
that Brahman is the cause of the birth of the whole universe 
starting with space (B. S. I. i. 2). Thereby it was stated ipso 
facto that Brahman, as the cause of the universe, is possessed of 
such characteristics as omnipresence, eternality, omniscience, 
omnipotence, identity with all, and so on. And it was shown 
with the help of reason, that certain words, familiarly meaning 
other things, are used in the Upanisads in the sense of Brahman; 
it was thereby ascertained that though the meanings of certain 
sentences, bearing clear indications of Brahman, were under 
doubt, yet they meant Brahman. With regard to some other 
sentences, having indistinct indication of Brahman, the doubt 
again arises as to whether they establish the supreme Brahman 
or some other entity. The second and third sections are started 
for ascertaining this: 


Topic 1: THe Entiry KNown EverywHere 


waa sfaaiqeand i 2 


aaa Everywhere (in all the Upanisads) <faa-s7tarq the well- 
known entity having been taught. 


I. (Brahman is the object to be meditated on), since ‘that 
which is well known everywhere is taught (here in this 
Chandogya Upanisad—lIll. xiv. 1-2). 


Doubt: This is stated in the Upanisad: “All this is but 
Brahman, because it originates from that (Brahman), merges in 
that, and is sustained by that. One should meditate by becoming 
calm. Now then, a man is a product of his resolves. After 
departing from this world, a man becomes just as he wills (i.e. 
according to what he meditates on) here. He should have 
resolution. He who is identified with the mind, whose body is 
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Prana (subtle body), and whose nature consists of light (i.e. 
intelligence)” (Ch. IUl. xiv. 1-2). With regard to this the doubt 
arises: Is the cinbodicd soul, possessed of such characteristics 
as identification with the mind, set forth here for meditation, 
or is it the supreme Brahman? What would be the conclusion 
arrived at? 

Opponent : It must be the embodied soul. 

Why? 

Because in its cause, the relation with the mind etc. is a well- 
known fact, whereas it is not so in the case of the supreme 
Brahman, as stated in, “Because He is pure and without vital 
force and mind” (Mu. II. 1. 2), and other texts. 

Objection: Such statements as “bigger than the earth” (ibid. 
xiv. 1), Brahman is presented by name. So how can the doubt 
arise that the entity to be meditated on here is the embodied 
soul? 

Opponent: ‘Vhwt raises no difficulty. This sentence is not an 
injunction about Brahman. 

About whit is it then? 

It is meant for enjoining calmness, as is evident from the 
statement, “All this is bute Brahman, because it originates from 
that, merges in that, and is sustained by that. One should medi- 
tate by becoming calm” (Ch. III. xiv. 1-2). The idea implied 
is this: Since all this creation is but Brahman, because it origi- 
nates there, merges there, and subsists there, and because attach- 
ment ctc. are not possible when all things are the same, therefore 
one should meditate by becoming calm. And if this sentence is 
meant to cnjyoin calmness, it cannot at the same time be con- 
strued to cnjoin a meditation on Brahman. The meditation 
itself is cnyoined in the sentence, “He should have a kratu’, 
where kratu means resolution, that is to say, meditation. And 
for stating an object of that meditation, the text says, “identified 
with the mind and having the vital force as his body” (ibid.). 
Now, this is a sign of the individual soul. Therefore we say 
that this meditation relates to the individual soul. And the 
text, “performer of all actions, possessor of all desires” etc. (Ch. 


*For that would undermine the unity of purport of a sentence. 
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Ill. xiv. 2), that we come across, becomes applicable to the 
individual being from the standpoint of its progressive realiza- 
tion (of these in different births). Again, for the individual 
soul, of the size of the tip of a goading stick (Sv. V. 8), and 
not for the infinite Brahman, can be thought of such residence 
in the heart and minuteness, as stated in, “Within the heart is 
this Self of mine which is smaller than a grain of paddy or 
barley” (Ch. III. xiv. 3). 

Objection : Such statements as “bigger than the earth” (ibid.) 
cannot be thought of in connection with the limited soul. 

Opponent: As to that, we say: Both minuteness and vastness 
cannot be applied to the same entity, for that is contradictory. 
And if one of the two has to be accepted, it is more reasonable 
to take up minuteness, mentioned earlier. But vastness can be 
mentioned from the standpoint of the soul’s becoming Brahman. 
The definite meaning being the individual soul, the mention of 
Brahman at the end in the words, “This Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 
4), relates to the individual soul itself, for that text is meant 
as a reference to a subject already being discussed. Therefore 
the individual being is to be meditated on as possessed of the 
qualities of being identified -with the mind etc. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: The supreme 
Brahman Itself is to be meditated on as possessed of the charac- 
teristics of identification with the mind etc. 

Why? 

Because it is but reasonable that the source of the universe, 
connoted by the word Brahman, well known in all the Upani- 
sads, and declared in the words, “All this is but Brahman”, in 
the present text at the very start, should be taught as possessed 
of the characteristics of being identified with the mind, and so 
on. On this interpretation we avoid the fault of giving up the 
topic under discussion and turning to something extraneous. 

Opponent.: Did we not say that Brahman is presented at the 
beginning for the purpose of enjoining calmness, but not for Its 
own sake? 

Vedantin: With regard to this, we say that, although 
Brahman be presented in connection with the injunction for 
calmness, still when such qualities as identity with the mind 
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etc. are taught, Brahman happens to be nearer to them (than the 
individual soul), whereas the individual soul is neither near at 
hand? nor is it presented through any of its own synonyms.’ 
Here lies the difference. 


Fra ferrronrarc at 2 i 
4 And faafera-q-sITd: because the intended qualities fit in. 


2. And this follows from the fact that the intended qualities 
are justifiable (in the case of Brahman). 


The vivaksitab are those that are intended to be expressed. 
Although the Vedas have no author, and hence in the absence 
of a speaker (i.e. author) the idea of intention is inadmissible, 
still the word intention can be used figuratively in the sense of 
“resulting in being accepted”.* In common experience also, any 
sense expressed of a word, that is acceptable, 1s said to be its 
intended meaning, and what is not acceptable is said to be un- 
intended. Similarly in the case of the Vedas, the intended mean- 
ing is known from the fact of its being presented as acceptable 
and the unintended meaning is that which is unacceptable. 
Acceptability or unacceptability, again, is determined from what 
is or is not the meaning of a Vedic text. Therefore those intended 
qualities that are enjoined here for being taken up during the 
meditation, viz true resolve and so forth, fit in with the supreme 
Brahman; for true resolve can be thought of only in the case 
of the supreme Brahman, It being possessed of absolute power 
in the matter of creation, continuance, and dissolution. And the 
phrases, “possessing true desire and true resolve”, are found in 


*'When we split up the compounds, pranasarirab and manomayab thus 
—This one which has Prana as the body and this one which has mind 
as Its adjunct—the pronoun “This one which” readily brings Brahman to 
our mind, since that pronoun refers to something near at hand. 

*Any indication of the individual found here is ruled out, since an 
entity subject to grief cannot be an object of meditation, such an act 
being illogical. 

“The result of intending a meaning is its comprehension as such, That 
possibiliry of comprehension being present in the case of the attributes 
under discussion, they arc “intended”. 
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association with the qualities of the supreme Self, mentioned 
in the text starting with, “The Self that is free from sin” etc. 
(Ch. VIII. vii. 1). By the phrase, akaSatma (Ch. III. xiv. 2), 
which is derived in the sense of “that which has its Self (1e. 
nature) like space”, it is shown that Brahman has similarity with 
space owing to Its qualities of all-pervasiveness etc.; and this 
is also shown in the text, “Greater than the earth” (Ch. JI. 
xiv. 3). Even if the earlier phrase (a@kaSatmé@) be explained in 
the sense of “that which has space as its Self (i.e. body)”, still 
it is possible for Brahman, the source of the whole universe and 
the Self of all as It is, to have space as Its body. For the very 
same reason, It can be the performer of all actions. Thus here 
also, the qualities intended for meditation fit in with Brahman. 

It was argued that “identified with the mind and having 
the vital force as the body” presents an indicatory mark of the 
individual being, and hence this text cannot apply to Brahman. 
We say that even this is applicable to Brahman; for Brahman 
is the Self of all, so that the quality of being identified with the 
mind, which belongs to the individual, comes to be related to. 
Brahman. Thus it is that there are such Vedic and Smrti pas- 
sages about Brahman as: “You are a man; you are 4 young man, 
or again a young woman. You are the old man tottering along 
on his stick. It is you who become multi-faced after being born” 
(Sv. IV. 3); and “He has His hands and feet everywhere, His 
eyes, heads, and mouths everywhere and He has His ears every- 
where in this world. He exists pervading everything” (Sv. III. 
16, Gita, XIII. 13). But the distinction is that, the text, “He is 
without vital force and mind, and He is pure” (Mu. II. i. 2), 
relates to the unconditioned Brahman, while the present text, 
“identified with the mind and having the vital force as His 
body”’, relates to the qualified Brahman. Accordingly, it can be 
understood that since the intended qualities are justifiable, it 
is the supreme Brahman that is taught here. 


TIGA TAI 1 3 


ATW: Because (the qualities) do not fit in, aaa UTA: 
surely the embodied soul @ is not (meant). 
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3. And the embodied individual soul is not surely meant, 
because the qualities do not fit in with it. 


The preceding aphorism spoke of the aptness of the intended 
qualities in Brahman. This one speaks of their inapplicability to 
the embodied soul. The word tz is used to signify emphasis. 
According to the reasons adduced, it is Brahman alone that 1s 
possessed of the qualities of being identified with the mind, and 
so on. The individual soul cannot have those qualities, the 
reason being this: “Having true resolve, having space as the 
body” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), “without speech, without any attach- 
ment” (ibid.), “greater than the earth” (Ch. III. xix. 3), and 
such other qualities do not properly fit in with the individual 
being. The word Sarira means existing in the body. 

Opponent : Does not God also exist in the body? 

Vedantin : True, He exists in the body, but not in the body 
alone; for the Upanisad declares His pervasiveness in, “Greater 
than the earth, greater than the interspace” (ibid.), and “He 
is all-pervasive like space and eternal”. But the individual being 
exists in the body alone; for it does not exist anywhere else 
apart from the body, which is the seat for its experiences. 


PAPASTTAMD Ut ¥ 1 


4 HA-HY SATA And because there is mention of the object 
and the subject. 


4. And because there is reference to the object and subject. 


The embodied being is not the one possessed of such qualities 
as being “identified with the mind” for this further reason that 
there is an assertion of an object and a subject (i.e. something 
attained and somebody attaining it) in the sentence, “Departing 
from here I shall attain this one” (Ch. III. xiv. 4). By the term 
“this one”, the Self to be meditated on, as possessed of the 
qualities of being identified with the mind, is referred to as an 
object to be attained. Abhisambhavitasmi, meaning “I shall 
attain”, refers to the embodied being, the meditator, as the 
agent of the attainment. When a more reasonable standpoint is 


possible, it is not proper to refer to the same entity as both the 
8 
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subject and object. Similarly the relationship between the object 
meditated on and the agent meditating is based on difference. 
For this reason also, the embodied being is not the one pos- 
sessed of such qualities as “being identified with the mind”. 


aeafaatarg WX I 


5. Owing to the difference in the (case-endings of the two) 
words. 


The one possessed of such characteristics as identity with the 
mind and so on must be different from the embodied being for 
this additional reason that a difference in the case-endings of 
the words occurs in a similar context® in another Vedic text: 
“Just as a grain of paddy or barley or Syamdka (canary) or a 
seed of Syamaka is (very small), so is the effulgent Purusa (i.e. 
the conscious all-pervasive Entity) inside the (individual) soul 
(antaratman)” (S. B. X. vi. 3. 2.). Here the word Purusa, 
used in the singular number, nominative case, means the Self 
endowed with the qualities of being identified with the mind 
and so on; and this word is different from the term aztaratman® 
which is used with a seventh case-ending and refers to the 
embodied soul. Therefore their difference becomes obvious (so 
that the one identified with the mind is not the individual 
soul). 


TAT Tl & I 


6. (This follows) from the Smrti also. 


The embodied soul and the supreme Self are shown differ- 
ently in the Smrti also: “The Lord, O Arjuna, dwells in the 
hearts of all beings, causing all beings by His May4 to revolve, 
(as if) mounted on a machine” (Gita, XVIII. 61). 

Here the opponent puts in: What is this entity, called the 
embodied soul different from the supreme Self, which is denied 


°'Where the same meditation occurs. 
*Meaning aztaratmani, within the embodied soul, the dropping of the 
seventh case-ending being a Vedic licence. 
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by the aphorism, “The individual soul is not certainly referred 
to, because the qualities do not fit in with it” (I. ii. 3) etc.? As 
a matter of fact, the Vedic texts, as for instance, “There is no 
other witness but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), deny any Self other 
than the supreme Self. So also do the Smpti texts, as for instance, 
“Me do thou also know, O descendant of Bharata, to be the 
knower of the &setra (i.e. body) in all the kysetras” (Gita, 
XIII. 2). 

Vedintin : To this we say: It is quite true that the supreme 
Self Itself, as delimited by the conditioning factors—body, 
senses, mind, intellect, etc.—is spoken of in a roundabout way 
as the embodied soul by the ignorant. The case is similar to the 
appearance of space, undivided though it is, as if divided owing 
to such conditioning factors as a pot, a jar, etc. And before 
obtaining the instruction about the unity of the Self as in, 
“That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), it is nothing incongruous to 
talk from that point of view in terms of such differences as are 
implied by subjects and objects. But once the unity of the 
Self is accepted, there will surely be an end to all empirical 
dealings, involving notions of bondage, liberation, etc. 


srantaccadeaema ata aa faaqeqcned onaag ii 01! 


aAH-AlHKATY On account of the smallness of the abode 7 and 
AT--ATATT on account of its being designated as such 4 not so 
aft @q if this be the objection, 4 not so; Ut fratzacatq for 


this is so for the sake of contemplation 4 and =4Waq (this is) 
analogous to space. 


7. If it be objected that the supreme Self is not taught bere, 
because of the srtallness of the abode and because of its being 
referred to as such, then we say: No, for this is done for the 
sake of contemplation, as is seen in the case of space. 


Arbhaka means small (tiny), and okas means nest (abode). 
It was argued that because the inmost Self has a limited abode, 
as stated in, “This is my Self within the heart” (Ch. III. xiv. 3), 
and because the Upanisad mentions its subtleness in clear words 
in “subtler than a grain of paddy or barley” (ibid.), the em- 
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bodied soul of the size of the tip of a goading rod (Sv. V. 8), 
must have been taught here, and not the all-pervasive supreme 
Self. That criticism has to be refuted. With regard to this we 
say: That is no defect. While it is impossible from every point 
of view to assert all-pervasiveness for something that is spatially 
limited, it is possible in the case of the omnipresent One to 
speak of limited presence in some sense because of existence 
everywhere, just as a king ruling over the whole earth can be 
referred to as the king of Ayodhya. 

Opponent : From what standpoint, again, is omnipresent God, 
spoken of as having a tiny abode and minuteness? 

Vedantin: We say that this is declared thus for the sake of 
being contemplated on. That God, possessed of a set of such 
qualities as subtleness, is taught to be meditated on there in the 
lotus of the heart, just as (the Lord) Hari is taught to be 
worshipped on a Sdélagrama (stone symbol). A certain state of 
the intellect, (brought about by the Upanisadic instruction), 
catches a glimpse of Him there. God, though omnipresent, 
becomes gracious when worshipped there. And this is to be 
understood on the analogy of space. Just as space, though all- 
pervasive, is referred to as having a limited habitation and 
minuteness from the point of view of its association with the 
eye of a needle, so also is the case with Brahman. Thus the 
limited habitation and subtleness being declared for the sake of 
meditation, these do not belong to Brahman in any real sense. 
Hereby is set at rest the doubt that might arise in this matter 
that, since Brahman has the heart as Its habitation, since the 
hearts differ in different bodies, and since parrots and others, 
having different habitations, suffer from the defects of being 
many in number, limited by bodies, and impermanent, there- 
fore Brahman too will incur those faults. 


aaa FA FAA WS 


aFarmfa: Experience (of happiness and sorrow) will be His 
lot ft Aq if such be the objection, 7 not so, tA because 


of difference. 


8. If it be objected that God will be subject to the experience 
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(of happiness and sorrow as a result of unity), we say, not so, 
for there is a difference. 


Opponent: Since Brahman is connected with the hearts of 
all beings on account of Its all-pervasiveness like space, and 
since It is non-different from the embodied soul owing to Its 
nature of Consciousness, therefore the conclusion may be 
drawn that Brahman will experience happiness and sorrow just 
like others. And this must -be so because of oneness. For apart 
from the supreme Self, there is no transmigrating soul, as is 
denied in such Vedic texts as, ‘““There is no other witness but 
Him” (Br. III. vii. 23). Hence It is the supreme Self Itself that 
undergoes transmigration. 

Vedantin : No, “since there is a difference”. To explain: Just 
because Brahman has some relationship with the hearts of all 
beings, it does not follow that Brahman experiences happiness and 
sorrow like the embodied souls; for there is a difference. There 
is forsooth a difference between the embodied soul and the 
supreme God. The one is an agent, an experiencer (of happi- 
ness and sorrow), a source of merit, demerit, etc., and possessed 
of happiness and sorrow, while the other is just the opposite, 
being possessed of such qualities as freedom from sin, and so on. 
Because of this distinction between the two, the one has experi- 
ences, but not the other. If from the mere fact of proximity, and 
without any reference to the intrinsic nature of things, a causal 
relation with some effect is postulated, then space, for instance, 
can as well become burnt, (it being connected with fire). And 
this objection has to be met and refuted equally by all those 
who hold the view that the souls are many and all-pervasive. 

‘There was the argument, that since Brahman is non-dual, no 
other Self can exist; and hence there is the possibility that when 
one Self has any experience, Brahman too must have it. In 
refutation of this we say: Apropos of this, you have to be asked, 
“a favourite of the gods” (i.e. a fool) that you are, how do 
you cling to the view that there is no other soul? 

Opponent: On the authority of such texts as, “That thou 
art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), “I am Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 10), “There 
is no other witness but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23). 
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Vedantin : In that case, the meaning of the scripture should 
be interpreted in the way it should be, and you cannot resort 
to anything here analogous to an old hag with her one half 
young (and the other old).7 Now while the scriptural text, 
“That thou art”, teaches that the Brahman possessed of the 
qualities like freedom from sin, and so on, is the Self of the 
embodied being, it also denies thereby any experience for the 
embodied Self Itself. So how can there be any talk of any 
experience accruing to Brahman from that of the embodied 
Self? On the contrary, so long as the aspirant has not under- 
stood the oneness of the embodied Self with Brahman, the 
experience of happiness and sorrow by the embodied being is a 
result of false ignorance, and Brahman, the highest Reality, 
cannot be touched by it. For the sky does not really become 
possessed of a surface (i.e. concavity) or tainted by dirt etc. 
which the ignorant fancy on it. That fact is stated in, “Not so, 
for there is a difference”. Not even, owing to the fact of unity, 
is Brahman affected by any experience undergone by the 
embodied soul; for there is a difference, inasmuch as true 
knowledge differs from false ignorance etc. The experience of 
happiness etc. is cooked up by false ignorance, while unity is 
‘seen through real knowledge. And it is never a fact that a 
thing perceived through real knowledge is affected by any 
experience under false ignorance. Accordingly, it is not possible 
to fancy the slightest touch of the experience of happiness and 
sorrow in God. 


Topic 2: THE EATER 


TA ATATSMA MM € Ut 


Hat The eater 4t-FAL-FEAMT on account of the appropriation 
of the movable and immovable. 


9. The eater (is God), on account of the appropriation of all 
that moves and does not move. 


Doubt : We read in the Kathopanisad: “How can one know 


7I€ you stand by the Vedic text, then follow it to the bitter end, and 
there can be no half-way house. 
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thus as to where It (the Self) is, for which both the Brahmana 
and the Ksatriya become rice (food) and for whom death takes 
the place of a curry (or ghee etc. poured on rice)?” (I. 11. 25). 
Here we are apprised of some eater indicated by the mention 
of rice and its adjunct (curry). Now who can this eater be? 
Is it fire or the individual soul, or is it the supreme Self? This 
is the doubt, for no conclusive distinction is in evidence, and 
it is seen in this book that questions are put (to Death by 
Naciketas) with regard to three entities—Fire, individual soul, 
and the supreme Self. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent : The eater is Fire. 

Why? 

Because this is gathered from the familiar use in such texts as, 
‘Fire is the eater of food” (Br. I. iv. 6), as well as common 
parlance. Or the individual soul may be the eater, for there is 
the text, “One of them eats the fruits of divergent tastes (sweet 
or sour)” (Mu. III. i. 1). But it cannot be the supreme Self, for 
there is the text, “The other looks on without eating” (ibid.). 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: The eater here 
should be the supreme Self. 

Why? 

Because of his appropriation of all that moves and does not 
move. For all movable and immovable things appear here as the 
eatable thing with death as its (pouring) adjunct. None but 
the supreme Self can consume such a food fully. As for the 
supreme Self, it is quite possible to assert that He devours all, 
inasmuch as He withdraws everything into Himself during 
dissolution. 

Opponent : But the appropriation of all that moves and does 
not move is not stated here. How can then the appropriation 
of all movable and unmovable things be accepted as an estab- 
lished fact to be advanced as a ground (for inferring God)? 

Vedantin : That creates no difficulty, because when Death is 
mentioned as the curry, all beings present themselves along with 
it,® and because the Brahmanas and Ksatriyas are cited by way 


*'The word “food” is used figuratively for destructible things; and this 
figurative meaning becomes obvious from the use of the word death in 
its vicinity. Food is destructible, and so are all beings subject to death. 


120 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA [1.11.9 


of suggesting (all beings), they being the chief among them. 

As for the argument that even the supreme Self cannot be 
the eater in the face of the Upanisadic revelation, “The other 
looks on without eating” (Mu. III. i. 1), we say: This revela- 
tion is meant to deny the enjoyment of the fruits of action, 
for that is near at hand (to the text). That is not a denial of 
the dissolution of all things (figuratively denoted by eating), 
inasmuch as Brahman is well known in all the Upanisads as 
the cause of creation, sustenance, and dissolution. Therefore the 
supreme Self alone can be the devourer here. 


APTA I) 2o Ul 
10. And (this follows) from the context. 


For this additional reason it is the supreme Self alone that 
can be the eater here; for this topic, starting with, “The 
enlightened (or knowing) One is neither born nor does He 
die” (Ka. I. ii. 18), is of the supreme Self. And it is proper 
that the entity constituting the subject of the context should 
be accepted as the eater. The difficulty about “knowing” (the 
Self) as stated in, “How can one know thus?” (Ka. I. ii. 28), is 
also a pointer to the supreme Self. 


Topic 3: THe Two IN THE CAviry OF THE HEART 


Tet sfrerneart fe aera u 22 


sfagt The two that have entered Tet into the cavity @TATAT 
(are) the two Selfs f because 7-41 that is what is seen. 


11. The two who have entered into the cavity (of the heart) 
are the individual Self and the supreme Self, for that is what 1s 
seen (in other texts). 


Doubt : In the Katha Upanisad itself we read: “The knowers 
of Brahman, the worshippers of the five fires, and those who 
perform the Ndciketa sacrifice thrice, compare to shade and 
light, the two drinkers of rta (inevitable results) of one’s work, 
who have entered into the body, into the cavity (of the heart) 
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which is the supreme abode of the Most High” (I. iii. 1). With 
regard to this the doubt arises: Are the intellect and the indi- 
vidual soul mentioned here, or the individual soul and the 
supreme Self? If the intellect and the soul be referred to, then 
the text establishes that the soul is different from the assemblage 
of body and organs in which the intellect predominates. That 
soul also has to be presented here, for it has been sought for 
in the question, “The doubt that arises, consequent on the 
death of a man, some saying that he exists and others that he 
does not—I would know this under your instruction. This is 
the third of the three boons” (Ka. I. i. 20). If, however, the 
soul and the supreme Self be referred to, then it is the supreme 
Self, distinct from the individual soul, that is propounded here. 
And that too has to be expounded, It having been inquired into 
through the question, “Tell me of that which you see as 
different from virtue, different from vice, different from these 
cause and effect, different from the past and the future” (Ka. 
I. ui. 14). 

With regard to this the opponent says: Neither of these two 
alternatives is admissible. 

Why? 

The phrase “drinking of rta” (Ka. I. ii. 1) implies the 
experiencing of the fruit of works, for there is an indicatory 
mark of this in “the result of one’s own work in this body” 
(ibid.); and that is possible for a sentient being aware of the 
body, but not for the insentient intellect. Besides, by the word 
pibantau, in the dual number, the Upanisad points to the drinking 
by both. Accordingly, it is not possible to side with the soul 
and the intellect; and for this very reason it is not possible to 
side with the individual soul and the supreme Self, for it is 
impossible even for the conscious supreme Self to enjoy the 
fruits of work, this having been denied in the 7antra text, “The 
other looks on without eating” (Mu. III. i. 1). 

In answer the doubter says: That raises no difficulty. It is 
seen that in the statement, “The people with umbrella are 
going”, a single possessor of an umbrella (viz a king) gives the 
figurative epithet of “people with umbrella” to a whole group. 
Similarly, from the fact that one experiences, both may be 
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said to be experiencing. Or it may be thus: The individual 
being alone experiences and God makes him experience. And 
because He causes the experience, He is said to be experiencing 
on the analogy of the familiar fact that one who makes others 
cook is said to be cooking. It is also possible to accept the 
intellect and the individual soul, there being a figurative use 
of agentship in the case of the instrument (viz intellect), for 
such an expression as, “The fuel cooks”, is possible. And in a 
context of the body, no other pair of experiencers of the fruit 
of works is possible. Hence this doubt. Should they be either 
the intellect and the individual soul or the individual soul and 
the supreme Self? What should be the conclusion here? 


Opponent: They must be the intellect and the individual 
soul. 


Why? 

Because there is the qualification, “have entered into the 
cavity”. Whether the word cavity means the body or the heart, 
in either case it stands to reason that the intellect and the 
individual soul have entered into that cavity. Besides, if an 
alternative explanation is possible, it is not proper to fancy any 
particular location for the omnipresent Brahman. Moreover, 
the expression, “of the result of one’s own work in the body”, 
shows the non-transcendence of the limits of the results of 
work. The supreme Self is not confined within the limits of 
merit and demerit, as shown in, “it neither increases nor 
decreases through work” (Br. IV. iv. 23). And the terms light 
and shade point to the sentient and insentient, they being 
opposed to each other like light and shade (Ka. I. iii. 1). There- 
fore the intellect and the individual soul are to be accepted as 
spoken of here. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: The individual 
Self, identified with the intellect, and the supreme Self have 
been spoken of here. 

Why so? 

Because both these are Selfs as well as conscious and have 
the same nature. For it is a matter of experience, that in a case 
of enumeration, people take it for granted that units of the 
same class are being told off. When somebody says, “A second 
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one to (i.e. a companion for) this cow has to be sought for”, a 
cow alone is sought out, but neither a horse nor a man. Similarly 
in the present case, when, after the individual Self, identified 
with the intellect, has been ascertained with the help of the 
indicatory mark of experiencing the fruits of work, a search 
for a second entity starts, the supreme Self which is of the 
same nature comes within our ken. 

Opponent: Did we not say that after noticing the fact of 
remaining in the cavity, the supreme Self cannot be cognized? 

Vedantin: We say: The supreme Self is to be cognized 
from the very fact of remaining in the cavity; for the fact of 
remaining within the cavity is very often declared in the 
Vedas and the Smrtis with regard to the supreme Self Itself, as 
in, “The enlightened one gives up happiness and sorrow by 
developing concentration of mind on the old Deity who 1s 
inscrutable, lodged inaccessibly, located in the cavity (of the 
heart), and seated in the midst of misery” (Ka. I. ii. 12), “He 
who knows the supreme One, seated in the supreme space 
within the cavity (of the heart)” (Tai. II. i), “Seek for the 
Self that has entered into the cavity”, and so on. And we 
stated earlier that it involves no contradiction to teach about 
any place as suitable for the realization of Brahman, omnipresent 
though It is. As for the existence amidst the well earned results 
of work, although this is possible for one only, it can be 
asserted for both on the analogy of the “people with umbrella”. 
The expression “light and shade” is also reconcilable; for the 
transmigrating Self and the transcendental Self are poles 
asunder like shade and light, for transmigration is a result of 
ignorance, while transcendence of transmigration is the supreme 
reality. Therefore the soul identified with the intellect and the 
supreme Self are to be recognized as the two who have entered 
into the cavity. 

For what additional reason are the soul identified with the 
intellect and the supreme Self to be accepted? 


faqorsa 1 22 1 


12. And because there is a specification. 
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And the specification (made in the Upanisad) applies to the 
soul identified with the intellect and the supreme Self alone. 
In the subsequent text commencing with, “Know the Self to 
be the rider of the chariot, but the body to be the chariot” 
etc. (Ka. I. iii. 3), which calls up the imagery of the chariot 
and the rider of the chariot, the Self identified with the intellect 
is imagined as the rider of the chariot who has to reach either 
the worldly state or liberation. And the supreme Self is 
imagined as the goal to be reached in, “He attains the end of 
the road, and that is the supreme state of Visnu” (Ka. I. ui. 9). 
In the preceding text also these two are specified as the thinker 
and the object of thought in the verse, “The intelligent man 
gives up happiness and sorrow by developing concentration of 
mind on the Self and thereby meditating on the old Deity who 
is inscrutable, lodged inaccessibly in Maya, located in the 
intellect, and seated in the midst of misery” (Ka. I. ii. 12). 
Besides, this is the topic of the supreme Self. And the expres- 
sion, “The knowers of Brahman say” (Ka. I. iii, 1), which 
posits a special class of speakers, becomes justifiable if the 
supreme Self is accepted. Therefore it is to be admitted that the 
individual Self and the supreme Self are spoken of here. 

This line of approach has to be adopted with regard to “Two 
birds, ever associated and having similar names (cling to the 
same tree)” (Mu. III. i. 1, Sv. IV. 6), and such other texts. 
There also the ordinary birds are not spoken of, since the topic 
centres round the soul. In the text, “Of these two, the one 
eats the fruits of divergent tastes” (ibid.), the individual Self is 
to be understood on the strength of the indicatory marks of 
eating. And in, “The other looks on without eating” (ibid.), 
the supreme Self is to be understood on the strength of non- 
eating and consciousness. In the succeeding mantra also these 
two are specified as the seer and object seen: “On the same 
tree, the individual soul remains: drowned (i.e. stuck), as it 
were; and so it moans, being worried by its impotence. When 
it sees thus the other, the adored Lord, and His glory, then it 
becomes liberated from sorrow” (Mu. III. i. 2). 

Others say: The mantra “Two birds” etc. (Mu. III. i. 1) 
does not agree with the conclusion arrived at under the present 
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topic. For in the Paingi-rabasya-brabmana it is explained thus 
—'‘The expression, ‘Of these two, the one eats the fruits of 
divergent tastes’, refers to the sattva, and ‘the other looks on 
without eating’ means the j#a (lit. knower) who witnesses 
without eating. So the sattva and ksetrajfia (lit. knower of the 
field or body) are meant.” It may be argued that the word 
sattva means the individual soul and ksetraj7ia means the supreme 
Self; but that is wrong, because the words sattva and ksetrajna 
are well known as meaning the internal organ (mind) and the 
embodied soul, and because the explanation is given in that very 
text thus: “That thing is sattva by which one sees dreams, and 
that which is the embodied witness is the ksetrajwa; these two 
are the sattva and ksetrajiia.” 

Vedantin: And yet this cannot be said to be opposed to the 
present topic, for the embodied Self, called the ksetrajfia, is 
not presented here (in the Paimgi-Brabmana) as endowed with 
such worldly qualities as agentship and enjoyership. 

How is it presented then? 

It is presented as free from all worldly qualities and identical 
in nature with Brahman Itself—with pure Consciousness—as 
stated in, ““The other looks on without eating’ means, ‘the 
knower who witnesses without eating’.” And this is supported 
by such Vedic and Smrti texts as, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. 
vill. 7), “Me do thou also know to be the &setrajva” (Gita, 
XU. 2). The conclusion made thus with that much (i.e. the 
explanation. of the mantra) only, in the words, “The two are 
the sattva and ksetrajfa. Ignorance has no effect on a man of 
such knowledge” etc., becomes justifiable only on this assump- 
tion (that the individual soul is spoken of as Brahman). 

Opponent : From such a point of view, how can enjoyership 
be ascribed to the insentient mind by saying, “ ‘One of them 
eats the fruits of divergent tastes’ means the sattva (i.e. the 
internal organ)”’? 

The answer is: This Vedic text does not start with the idea, 
“T shall speak of the enjoyership of the insentient.” 

What is the idea then? 

The idea is: “I shall show that the sentient individual is not 
the experiencer, but it is Brahman by nature.” It is for this 
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purpose that enjoyership is attributed to the mind which is 
subject to worldly moods like happiness and sorrow etc. For 
these states of being an agent and experiencer are fancied on 
the soul and the mind, owing to a non-discrimination between 
their natures. In reality these are possible in neither of them; 
for the mind is insentient and the soul is changeless. This is all 
the more impossible in the mind, it being a creation of igno- 
rance. In support of this here is a Vedic text: “Because when 
there is difference, as it were, then one sees another” (Br. IV. 
v. 15), where it is shown that dealings based on agentship etc. 
can be possible only within the range of ignorance in the 
same sense as it is possible to deal with elephants etc. present 
in a dream. And by the text, “But when to the knower of 
Brahman everything has become the Self, then what should 
one see and through what?” (ibid.), are denied for the discrimi- 
nating man such dealings based on agentship etc. 


Topic 4: THE PERSON IN THE EYE 
AC SAAT: | 23 
At: The one inside SIT: for that is logical. 
13. The One inside (is God), for that is logical. 


Doubt: We read in the Upanisad: “He (viz Satyakama 
Jabala) said (to Upakosala) ‘The One, the Person (Purusa) 
seen in the eye, is the Self. This One is immortal, fearless; this 
One is Brahman. Accordingly, if clarified butter or water be 
poured on it (ie. the eye), it flows down to the eyelids” etc. 
(Ch. IV. xv. 1). Now the doubt arises here: Is a shadowy 
being, reflected on the eye, indicated here? Or is it the indi- 
vidual soul identified with the intellect? Or is it some divine 
being presiding over the eye? Or is it God? What should be 
the conclusion? 

Opponent : It is a shadowy being, a reflection of some person 
(on the eye); for that is well known as an object of perception, 
and because it is taught as a familiar thing in, “The being that 
is seen in the eye” (ibid.). Or this may properly be an instruc- 


I. ii. 14] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 127 


tion about the soul identified with the intellect. For it 1s this 
being that comes nearest to the eye when perceiving colour 
through it, and the word Self becomes apposite in this case. 
Or the being in the sun that helps the eye is to be cognized 
here, because the Upanisadic text states, “He (i.e. the being in 
the sun) rests on the latter (i.e. the right eye) through the 
rays” (Br. V. v. 2), and because immortality etc. can somehow 
be averred of the divine being (in the sun) as well. But that 
being is not God, since a particular locality is indicated. 

Veddantin: This being the position, we say, God Himself is 
taught here as the being in the eye. 

Why? 

Because that stands to reason; for the number of qualities 
taught here can logically belong to God. Of these, the fact of 
being the Self applies to Brahman in the primary sense, for the 
Upanisad says, “He is the Self. That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 
7). And immortality and fearlessness are frequently declared 
about Brahman in the Upanisads. Similarly, this eye as a seat 
is appropriate for God. Just as God is untouched by all 
blemishes, His freedom from sin etc. having been spoken of in 
the Upanisads, so is the eye presented as a place untarnished by 
any blemish in the text, “Accordingly, if clarified butter or 
water be poured on it, it flows down to the eyelids” (Ch. IV. xv. 
1). And the instruction about such qualities as being the “resort 
of all blessings”, (as stated in the following text), fits in with 
Him: “They call Him the ‘goal of the results of actions’, for 
all the results of actions proceed towards Him” (Ch. IV. xv. 
2); “This One is certainly the carrier of all good results, for 
it is this One that carries all good results of works (to their 
recipients)” (Ch. IV. xv. 3); “This One is certainly the 
‘ordainer of all effulgence’, for it is this One that shines in all 
the worlds” (Ch. IV. xv. 4). Therefore the One inside is God, 
for that is logical. 


TAMU SAGaATA YU 
@q And vara-atfesaqearg from the mention of the place etc. 


14. And (this follows) from the mention of place etc. 
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How again can it be logical for Brahman, omnipresent as It 
is like space, to have a tiny seat like the eye? 

With regard to this it is said: This illogicality would have 
been there if it had been the only place indicated for Brahman. 
But as a matter of fact, there are other places like the earth, 
which are indicated for It by the text, “He who inhabits the 
earth, but is within it” etc. (Br. III. vii. 3). Among these places, 
the eye too is counted: “He who inhabits the eye, but is within 
it” etc. (Bry. III. vii. 18). What is implied in the aphorism by 
the use of “etc.” in “the mention of place etc.” is this: The 
mention of location alone for Brahman is not the only irrecon- 
cilability. 

What else is irreconcilable? 

Name and form etc. Though Brahman is without name and 
form, such things are seen to be ascribed to It in, “His name is 
Uz” (Ch. I. vi. 7), “His beard is golden” (Ch. I. vi. 6), and so 
on. And it has been already said that though Brahman is without 
qualities, still for the sake of meditation, It is presented in those 
respective places as a qualified entity, possessed of the charac- 
teristics associated with name and form. It has also been stated 
that even for the omnipresent Brahman it is nothing incongruous 
to have certain special places for meditation like the Sdlagrama 
(stone symbol) for Visnu. 


qatafererhrarneg Fu gy tt 
qa-fafire-afaaratg TF 


15. And this is so for the further reason that the One pos- 
sessed of bliss is referred to (in the Text, “The One that’). 


Moreover, there should certainly be no quarrel here as to 
whether Brahman is spoken of here in this sentence or not. 
For from the very fact that the one possessed of bliss is men- 
tioned by the text, “The One that” etc. (Ch. IV. xv. 1-4), it 
follows that Brahman is meant; for Brahman is possessed of 
bliss. The very entity introduced at the commencement of the 
text, viz “Pr@za is Brahman, bliss is Brahman, space is Brahman” 


(Ch. IV. x. 4), is spoken of here (in “The One that”); for it 
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is reasonable to accept that which is under discussion. Besides, 
this must be the conclusion, because the instruction about the 
course (followed after death) was alone promised to be spoken 
of in, “But the teacher will tell you of the course”? (Ch. IV. 
xiv. 1). 

Opponent: How again is it known that Brahman, possessed 
of bliss, is spoken of at the commencement of the text? 

Vedantin: The answer is: Hearing these words of the Fires, 
“Prana is Brahman, bliss (kam) is Brahman, space (kbam) 1s 
Brahman” (Ch. IV. x. 5), Upakosala said, “I know that Praya 
is Brahman; but I do not know bliss (kam) or space (kbam)” 
(ibid.). To that, this is the reply (of the Fires): “That which 
is bliss (Razz) is space (Rhant), and that which is space (kham) 
is bliss (kam)” (ibid.). Of these the word space (kbam) 1s 
familiar as a synonym of the material space. Had not the word 
kam, meaning bliss, been used to qualify kham, it would have 
seemed that the word Brahman is applied to the mere material 
space in order to present space as a symbol like name etc. 
Similarly, the word kam is familiarly in use with regard to the 
defective (worldly) happiness, arising from the contact of 
objects and senses. If it had not been qualified by kham (space), 
the idea gathered would have been that the empirical happiness 
is Brahman. But the words bliss and space, having qualified each 
other, lead us to the comprehension of Brahman which is Bliss 
Itself. Then again, if a second word Brahman had not been 
used, that is to say, if (instead of “kam Brahma kham brabma’’) 
the sentence ran thus, “kam kham brahma—bliss space is 
Brahman”, then having been used merely as an adjective (of 
kbham), bliss (as an aspect of Brahman) would not have become 
an object of meditation. To avert that possibility, both the 


* Upakosala stayed with his teacher Satyakama Jabala for twelve years. 
But the teacher went out on a sojourn without instructing Upakosala 
about Brahman. This upset the boy. But the four sacrificial fires, tended 
so long with care by him, revealed their individual secrets to him, in- 
structed him saying, “Prana is Brahman” and so on, and concluded by 
saying that the teacher would tell him of the course. Then the teacher 
returned, and starting with, “The One that is the Purusa seen in the 
eye’, told him of the course (see text below). 

9 
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words bliss and space precede the word Brahman (separately) 
in (bliss is Brahman, space is Brahman). For the intention 1s 
that the aspect of bliss should be as much an object of medita- 
tion as the entity qualified by it. Thus it is that at the com- 
mencement of the text, Brahman possessed of bliss is spoken of. 
And each of the Fires—Garhapatya and others—first speaks of 
his personal glory; and then they all conclude with the words, 
“O amiable one, thus is imparted to you the knowledge about 
us as also about the Self” (Ch. IV. xiv. 1), thereby suggesting 
that Brahman (Self) had been referred to earlier. The state- 
ment, “The teacher will tell you of the course” (ibid.), holds 
out a promise of the instruction about the course only, and 
thus precludes the intention of speaking on an additional topic. 
Moreover, the statement, “As water does not stick to a lotus 
leaf, so also sin does not cling to one who knows thus” (Ch. 
IV. xiv. 3), while speaking of the ineffectiveness of sin against 
one who knows the Purusa residing in the eye, shows that 
the Purusa in the eye is Brahman. It is thus that the Upanisad 
first speaks of the residence of Brahman in the eye and Its 
possession of such virtues as being the resort of all blessings. 
and so on. Then with a view to speaking of the course, starting 
with light,‘that a man with that kind of knowledge has to 
follow, the Upanisad goes on: “He said, “The One, the Person 
that is seen in the eye, is the Self’” etc. (Ch. IV. xv. 1). 


TAATCHTAATA Ul 2e tl 
F a-sarareH-Tha-stf TATA | 


16. And because the course to be followed by one who has 
heard the secret teaching is spoken of. 


For this additional reason, the Person in the eye is God: The 
course known as the Path of the Gods is followed by one who 
has heard the Upanisad, the knower of Brahman who has 
received the secret knowledge that is well known in the Vedic 
text, “Again, by searching for the Self through the control 
of the senses, brabmacarya (continence), faith, and meditation, 
they conquer the sun by proceeding along the Northern 
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Course. This Brahman is the resort of all that lives; this is 
indescribable; this is fearless, this is the highest goal;1° for from 
this they do not come back” (Pr. I. 10). This is well known in 
the Smrti also: “(The deities of fire, light, day-time, the bright 
fortnight, the six months of the northern course of sun— 
taking this path, the knowers of Brahman go to Brahman” 
(Gita, VIII. 24). That very Path is seen to be declared for one 
who knows the Person in the eye. Starting with, “Whether they 
perform his funeral rites or not, he (the meditator on the Self) 
attains (the deity of) fire, (and then proceeds along day-time 
etc.)”, it is said, ““He proceeds from the sun to the moon, from 
the moon to lightning. Some superhuman being, coming from 
the world of Hiranyagarbha, leads those who arrive there (i.e. 
lightning) to Brahman. This is the Path of the Gods, this is the 
Path to Brahman. Those who attain (the conditioned Brahman) 
by proceeding along this Path, do not return to this cycle of 
birth and death, to this creation of Manu” (Ch. IV. xv. 5). From 
all this (talk about the) well-known Course followed by the 
knower of Brahman, it becoines established that the Person in 
the eye is Brahman. 


AHaeMALAEAATA AAT: lt V9 Il 


aaqafeaa: On account of impermanence ¥ and a@araat{ on 
account of impossibility, 4 gaz: none other can be (the Person). 


17. None other can be the Person in the eye on account of 
impermanence and impossibility. 


It was argued that the Person in the eye may be a shadowy 
being, or the individual Self, or some divine being. With regard 
to this, we say: None among the shadowy being and the rest 
can be accepted here. 

Why? 

Since it is transitory. To take up the shadowy self first, it is 


© This is initially the state of Hiranyagarbha, identified with the cosmic 
and microcosmic subtle bodies. This, again, is in essence, the immortal, 
fearless, all-sustaining absolute Brahman. So they first realize the condi- 
tioned and then the absolute Brahman. 
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not possible for it to reside permanently in the eye. When a 
man is right in front of an eye, the image of the man is seen in 
it; but when he moves away, it cannot be seen. The text, “The 
One, the Person, that is there in the eye” (Ch. IV. xv. 1), 
teaches the worship of the Person present in the eye just because 
He is near at hand; and it is not proper to fancy that at the 
time of meditation, the meditator places some person near him 
to produce an image in the eye, and then he meditates on it. 
For the text, ‘““This one gets destroyed in accordance with the 
death of this body” (Ch. VIII. ix. 1), shows the impermanence 
of the shadowy being. Besides, this is impossible; for such 
qualities as immortality cannot be found in that shadowy being. 
So also for the individual soul. Inasmuch as this soul is in general 
contact with the body and senses as a whole, it is not possible 
to speak of its existence in the eye alone. But for Brahman, 
all-pervasive though It is, Its association with special places 
like the heart for the sake of meditation is met with in the 
Upanisads. Equally impossible is the presence of such qualities 
as immortality in the soul identified with the intellect. Though 
as a matter of fact, the individual Self is the same as the 
supreme Self, still mortality and fear are superimposed on the 
former through ignorance, desire, and action; and hence immor- 
tality and fearlessness do not fit in with it. And such qualities 
as being the repository of all good attributes are also inappro- 
priate for it, since it has no divine majesty. As for any divine 
being, though such a god exists in the eye in accordance with 
the Vedic text, “The former (the being in the sun) rests on 
the latter (the being in the right eye) through the rays” (Br. 
V. v. 2), still that god cannot be the Self, since he exists 
externally. Immortality etc. are also out of place, since the 
Vedas mention the birth and death of gods, the immortality of 
the gods being spoken of only from the standpoint of their 
long life. Their majesty too is dependent on God and is not 
intrinsic, for the mantra says, “Out of His fear the wind blows; 
out of fear the sun rises; out of His fear Fire and Indra remain 
active, and Death, the fifth, hurries on (to the dying)” (Tai. 
II. vii. 1). Therefore it is to be understood that God is the 
Being in the eye. From this point of view, the use of the word 
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“seen (in the eye)” (Ch. IV. xv. 1) in a familiar sense, is to be 
explained as arising out of the scriptural outlook, and as refer- 
ting to the vision of the enlightened man, the whole thing being 
Meant as a praise for inducing the aspirants (to this medi- 
tation). 


Topic 5: THe INTERNAL RULER 


araatacaay aeHeTIeM Ul V5 I 
aay The internal Ruler afaza-arfaq in the divine and 
other contexts aq-qay-aqqearg because the characteristics of that 
are spoken of. 


18. The internal Ruler in the divine and other contexts (is the 
supreme Self), since the characteristics of that (supreme Self) 
are spoken of. 


Doubt: Starting with, “the One who controls this and the 
next life and all beings from within” (Br. III. vii. 1), it is stated 
in the Upanisad, ““(He) who inhabits the earth but is within it, 
whom the earth does not know, whose body is the earth, and 
who controls the earth from within, is the internal Ruler, your 
own immortal Self” (Br. III. vii. 3). Here—in the contexts of 
the gods, the worlds, the Vedas, the sacrifices, the creatures, and 
the bodies—we hear of an internal Ruler who resides inside and 
exercises control. Is he some divine being, identifying himself 
with things in the divine and other contexts; or some Yogin 
who has acquired the mystic power of becoming subtle and so 
on; or the supreme Self; or some other entity? This doubt arises 
from noticing this peculiar term (antaryamin). What is then the 
true meaning acceptable to us? 

Opponent: Since the term is uncommon, the entity named 
should be something uncommon and indeterminate. Or since it 
is not possible to assert the existence of any other indeterminate 
thing and since the term internal Ruler, conveying the (etymo- 
logical) sense of controlling from inside, is not altogether 
unfamiliar, therefore some deity identifying himself with the 
earth etc. must be the internal Ruler. For in accord with this 
is the text, “(He knows truly who knows that being) whose 
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abode is the earth, whose instrument of vision is fire, whose 
light is #anas (mind), (and who is the ultimate resort of the 
entire body and organs)” (Br. III. ix. 10). Since by being 
possessed of body and organs, he rules by residing inside the 
earth etc., this rulership can justifiably belong to a divine being. 
Or this rulership can belong to some perfected Yogin who 
rules by entering into all. But the supreme Self does not come 
within our purview, since It is not possessed of body and organs. 

Vedantin: This being the position, it is said: The internal 
Ruler, heard of in the divine and other contexts, is the supreme 
Self and none else. 

Why? 

“Because Its characteristics are spoken of—the characteristics 
of the supreme Self Itself are found mentioned here. It is the 
characteristic rulership of the supreme Self that becomes obvious 
from the fact of ruling all created things by entering into the 
earth and other things differentiated into the divine, (worldly, 
Vedic), and so on; for It can reasonably have omnipotence by 
virtue of Its being the source of all creation. And the Selfhood 
and immortality mentioned in, “this is the internal Ruler, your 
own immortal Self” (Br. III. vii. 3), are justifiable in the case of 
the supreme Self understood in the primary sense. By referring 
to the internal Ruler as being unknown to the deity of the 
earth in the text, “whom the earth does not know” (ibid.), it is 
shown that the internal Ruler is different from the divine being. 
For the deity of the earth can know himself as “I am the earth”. 
Similarly, the use of the words, “unseen”, “unheard” (Br. III. 
vii. 23), fits in with the supreme Self, It being devoid of form 
etc. The objection is not valid that the supreme Self cannot 
possibly have any rulership owing to Its lack of body and 
organs. For It can very well come to own bodies and organs 
owing to the presence of these in those whom It controls. On 
this view we do not land into an infinite regress by having to 
assume a separate ruler for that ruler of that individual being; 
for there is no difference (between the two). Infinite regress is 
possible only if there be a difference."! 


The question of rulership arises from the point of view of empirical 
difference. In reality Brahman is not different from the individual, and 
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a And 4 not eqrdq the one mentioned in the Smrti yaqgat- 
fasrarq qualities not belonging to it having been spoken of. 


19. Neither Pradhana, known from the (Sarikbya) Smrti, 1s 
the internal Ruler, for qualities that do not belong to Pradbana 
are spoken of. 


Opponent : Perchance the qualities of being unseen etc. may 
fit in with Pradhina (primordial Nature) as conceived of in 
the Smrti of the Sarhkhyas, for by them that Pradhana 1s 
postulated to be without form etc. They mention in their 
Smrti, “Beyond reason, inscrutable, and as if in deep sleep every- 
where” (Manu I. 5). That Pradhana can even be the ruler, 
since it is the source of all modifications. Accordingly, the term 
internal Ruler denotes Pradhina. Although Pradhana was 
refuted under the aphorism, “Because of the attribution of 
seeing, the one (i.e. Pradhina of the Samkhyas) which is not 
taught in the Upanisad is not the cause of the universe” (B. S. I. 
1. 5), still it forms the subject-matter of the doubt here, since 
the qualities of not being scen etc. can be imputed to it. 

Vedantin: Therefore the answer is being given: The Pra- 
dhana of the Smrti cannot be meant hy the term internal Ruler. 

Why? 

“Because the qualities that do not belong to Pradhana are 
spoken of.” Although the qualities of being unseen and so on 
are ascribable to Pradhana, not so are the qualities of being the 
witness and so on; for Pradhana is admitted by them to be 
insentient, while the complementary portion of the text here 
runs thus: “He is never seen, but is the witness; He is never 
heard, but is the hearer; He is never thought, but is the thinker; 
He is never known, but is the knower” (Br. III. vii. 23). Besides, 
Pradhana can never be the Self (as stated in, “your own immor- 
tal Self”—ibid.). 


hence no question of rulership and infinite regress arises. Again, empiri- 
cally, God is recognized as the absolute ruler. To assume another ruler 
over Him is to ignore the Vedas. 
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Opponent : If Pradhana cannot be the internal Ruler owing 
to the impossibility of its being the Self and the witness, then 
let the individual soul be so; because the embodied soul is a 
conscious entity, and as such, it becomes the witness, hearer, 
thinker, and knower. And it is also the Self, being the inmost. 
It must be immortal, too, to make the reaping of the fruits of 
good and bad works possible. It is also a well-known fact that 
the embodied soul is possessed of the characteristics of not being 
seen and so on. For it is opposed to facts that the acts of 
witnessing etc. should have as their object the agent itself (of 
Witnessing etc.), as shown in, “You cannot see that which is 
the witness of vision” (Br. III. iv. 2), and other texts. And that 
soul has the capacity of controlling the assemblage of body and 
senses from within; for it is the experiencer (of the fruits of 
its own actions). Thus the embodied soul is the internal Ruler. 

Vedantin : The answer to this is: 


ariataasty fe AepaqAetag it o I 
(Not) arérz; the embodied soul 4 also; fg for gaa aff both 
aatat read waq of this one ¥q as different. 


20. The embodied soul also (is not the internal Ruler); for 
the followers of both the recensions read of this one as different. 


The word “not” has to be supplied from the previous aphor- 
ism. The embodied soul is not intended as the internal Ruler. 

Why? 

Although it is possible for the embodied soul to be the witness 
and so on, still, being limited by conditioning factors, like space 
in pot, it cannot, in the- fullest sense, exist within the earth etc. 
and rule them from inside. Besides, the followers of both the 
Kanva and Madhyandina recensions (of the Satapatha Brab- 
mana) read of the embodied soul as being an entity different 
from the internal Ruler, and as being a habitation for and 
an object of control, like the earth, under the internal Ruler. 
The Kanvas read: “He who inhabits the intellect” (Br. III. 
vil. 22); and the Madhyandinas have: “He who inhabits the 
atma@’ the word atma standing as a synonym for the embodied 
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soul, And even in the reading, “He who inhabits the intellect 
(vijfiana)”, the word intellect means the embodied soul, which 
is but the entity identifying itself with the intellect. Therefore 
it stands established that God, the internal Ruler, is distinct from 
the emobodied soul. 

Opponent : How, again, can there be two witnesses in the 
same body—the one that is this God, the internal Ruler, and 
the other that is the embodied soul? 

Vedantin : What incongruity is there? 

Opponent: Since the Upanisadic text, “There is no other 
witness but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), will stand contradicted; for 
in that text it is denied that any Self, other than the internal 
Ruler under discussion, can be the witness, hearer, thinker, or 
knower. 

Objection: May this not be meant for the denial of other 
rulers? 

Opponent : No, for no other ruler is under consideration, and 
the Upanisadic denial is made without any reservation. 

Vedantin: With regard to this, it is said: This mention of 
the distinction between the embodied soul and the internal 
Ruler is based on the limiting adjunct of body and senses, 
conjured up by ignorance, but this is not so in any real sense. 
For the indwelling Self can be but one, and not two. The 
same one, however, is mentioned as two owing to conditioning 
factors, as for instance it is said, “the pot-space”, “the cosmic 
space”. From this standpoint, the Vedic texts about the differ- 
ence between the knower and things known, the means of 
valid knowledge like perception, the experience of transmigra- 
tion, and scriptures dealing with injunctions and prohibitions— 
all become justifiable. Thus it is that the text, “Because when 
there is duality, as it were, then one sees something” (Br. II. 
‘Iv. 14), shows that all dealings are possible within the range of 
ignorance; and the text, “But when to the knower of Brahman 
everything has become the Self, then what should one smell 
and through what, what should one see and through what?” 
(ibid.), precludes all dealings within the sphere of illumi- 
nation. 
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Topic 6: THE ONE THAT 1S UNSEEN ETC. 


TeRaca aT TATE: Mt Ve Ut 


qeeaed-ai fe: The possessor of the attributes of invisibility 
etc. (is Brahman); qq-gm@: on account of the characteristics 
having been stated. 


21. The entity, possessed of the qualities of not being seen 
etc., is Bralman, for Its characteristics are spoken of. 


Doubt: We read in the Upanisad: “Then there is the higher 
knowledge by which is realized that Immutable” (Mu. I. 1. 5), 
and “(By the higher knowledge) the wise realize everywhere 
that which cannot be perceived and grasped; which is without 
source, features, eyes, and ears; which has neither hands nor 
feet; which is eternal, multiformed, all-pervasive, extremely 
subtle, and undiminishing; and which is the source of all” (Mu. 
I. i. 6). With regard to this, the doubt arises: Is it Pradhana, 
or the embodied soul, or God that is spoken of as the material 
cause of all things and as endowed with the qualities of not 
being perceived etc.? 

Opponent: Among these alternatives, the insentient Pra- 
dhana should properly be the material source of everything, 
for the insentient things alone are cited there by way of illus- 
tration: “As a spider spreads out and withdraws (its thread), 
as on the earth grow herbs (and trees), and as from a living 
man issues out hair on the head and the body, so out of the 
Immutable does the universe emerge here (in this phenomenal 
creation)” (Mu. I. 1. 7). 

Objection: Are not the sentient spider and the human being 
taken here as examples? 

Opponent: We say, no; for a sentient being, by itself, can 
neither be the material source of thread nor of hair. It is rather 
well known that under the control of the sentient, the insen- 
tient body of the spider becomes the source of thread and the 
human body of the hair on the head and other parts. The 
argument for the non-acceptance of Pradhana, adduced earlier, 
was that, although Pradhana could be described as not subject 
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to visual perception etc., still it could not be spoken of as a 
witness etc. (B. S. I. ii. 19). But here (in this context), the 
qualities of not being perceived etc. are seen to be possible in 
Pradhana at the same time that no incompatible quality is in 
evidence. 

Objection : Is it not a fact that the expression, “He who is 
omniscient in general and all-knowing in detail” (Mu. I. 1. 9), 
heard in the complementary text, is not applicable to the 
insentient Pradhana? So how is it asserted that Pradhana is the 
source of all things? . 

Opponent : With regard to this, it is said: It has been shown 
by the text, “That by which is realized that Immutable” (Mu. 
I. i. 5), and “That which cannot be perceived” etc. (Mu. I. 
i. 6), that the word immutable means the source of all things, 
and it is possessed of the quality of not being perceived etc. 
Then at the end it will be said again, “Superior to the superior 
immutable” (Mu. II. 1. 2). Now then, the entity that is heard 
of as superior to the immutable, should be omniscient in general 
and particular; and it is Pradhadna, the material source of all 
things, that is mentioned by the word immutable. If, however, 
the word yoni (source) means an efficient, and not material 
cause, then the embodied soul also can be the source of all 
things, since it brings into existence all the things through its 
merit and demerit. 

Vedantin: This being the position, it is said: The entity 
that is the source of all things and is possessed of such 
qualities as not being perceived and so on must be God and 
none else. 

How is this known? 

From the mention of the characteristics. For the character- 
istics of God are obviously mentioned here in, “He who is 
omniscient in general and all-knowing in detail” etc. (Mu. I. 
1. 9). Neither Pradhana which is insentient, nor the embodied 
soul. which is circumscribed in its vision by limiting adjuncts, 
can possibly be omniscient in general and all-knowing in 
detail. 

Opponent: Did we not say that this omniscience in general 
and particular belongs to the one who is higher than the source 
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of all things (i.e. Pradhina), called the immutable; but that 
omniscience does not belong to this source of all? 

With regard to this the answer (of the Vedantin) is: This 
is not possible, since the source of all things that is under dis- 
cussion is mentioned as the material cause of all that is born, 
in the text, “Out of the Immutable does the universe emerge 
here” (Mu. I. i. 7); and then the omniscient Being is mentioned 
immediately after as the material cause of all that is born, in 
the text, “From Him who is omniscient in general and all- 
knowing in particular and whose austerity is constituted by 
knowledge, evolves thus this (derivative) Brahman, as well as 
name, colour, and food” (Mu. I. i. 9). Accordingly, since the 
Immutable under discussion, which is the source of all things, 
is called up to memory by a similarity of reference (in the 
second passage), it follows that the characteristics of omnis- 
cience in general and detail are declared about the Immutable 
Itself. And even in the text, “Superior to the superior immu- 
table” (Mau. II. i. 2), none higher than the Immutable that is 
relevant and is the source of all things is referred to. 

How is that gathered? 

Because from the text, “That man of enlightenment should 
adequately impart that knowledge of Brahman by which one 
realizes the true and immutable Purusa” (Mu. I. ii. 13), it can 
be understood that it is but the Immutable under discussion, 
the source of all things and possessed of the qualities of not 
being perceived and so on, that is promised to be presented. 

Why 1s it then declared to be “superior to the superior 
immutable”? 

That we shall answer in the succeeding aphorism. Moreover, 
it is said here that two kinds of knowledge have to be acquired, 
which are the “higher and the lower” (Mu. I. i. 4). Of these, 
the first is mentioned as comprising the Rg-Veda etc., and then 
it is said, “Then there is the higher knowledge by which is 
realized the Immutable” etc. (Mu. I. i. 5). There the Immutable 
is heard of as the subject-matter of the higher knowledge. If, 
therefore, it be fancied that the Immutable, possessed of the 
qualities of not being perceived etc., is different from the 
supreme Lord, then this will not be the higher knowledge. 
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This division of knowledge into higher and lower is made 
according to the two results, viz liberation and prosperity. 
Not that any one can admit that the knowledge of Pradhana 
leads to liberation. In that case three kinds of knowledge 
should have been postulated; for from your point of view, the 
supreme Self is presented as something different from the 
immutable that is the source of all things. As a matter of fact, 
however, it is mentioned here that two kinds of knowledge 
have to be acquired. Moreover, the fact that it is taken for 
granted that the knowledge of all becomes included in the 
knowledge of one, as implied in, “O adorable sir, which is that 
thing, which having been known, all this becomes known?” 
(Mu. I. i. 3), can be justifiable only if the all-inclusive Brahman 
be the subject-matter of the talk; but this cannot be so if the 
subject-matter be either Pradhina which comprises merely the 
insentient, or the experiencing soul that is different from the 
things experienced. Further, the knowledge of Brahman is 
introduced as the highest in the text, “To his eldest son, 
Atharva, he imparted that knowledge of Brahman that is the 
basis of all knowledge” (Mu. I. 1. 1), then making a division 
between the higher and lower knowledge, it is shown that the 
higher knowledge leads to the realization of the Immutable; 
and from this it becomes revealed that this higher knowledge is 
the knowledge of Brahman. This knowledge that is called the 
knowledge of Brahman will be wrongly called so if the Immu- 
table to be attained through it becomes different from Brahman. 
And since there are such declamations as, “Since these eighteen 
constituents of a sacrifice,!2 on whom the inferior karma has 
been said to rest, are perishable because of their fragility, 
therefore those ignorant people who get elated with the idea, 
‘This is the cause of bliss’, undergo old age and death over and 
over again” (Mu. I. i. 7), it follows that the knowledge of 
karma, comprised in the Rg-Veda etc., is presented at the 
commencement of the knowledge of Brahman for the sake of 
eulogizing the latter. And after decrying the lower knowledge 
it 1s said that those alone have the competence for the higher 


4 Sixteen priests, the sacrificer, and his wife. 


142 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (1. ii. 21 


knowledge who turn back from the former: “A Brahmana 
should resort to renunciation after examining the acquired 
worlds with the help of the idea, “There is nothing here 
that is not a result of karma; so what is the need of karma?’ 
For knowing the Reality he should go with sacrificial fagot in 
hand to a teacher versed in the Vedas and absorbed in Brahman” 
(Mu. I. it. 12). 

It was also argued that since the insentient earth and other 
things were cited as examples, therefore the source of all things, 
for whose sake these illustrations are presented, must be insen- 
tient as well. But that is wrong, for there is no such rule that 
the illustration and the thing illustrated must be absolutely 
similar. Moreover, just because the gross earth and other things 
are cited by way of example, it does not follow, even according 
to you, that the source of all things, that is exemplified, is 
postulated to be gross. Therefore the source of all things, that 
is possessed of the qualities of not being perceived and so on, 
must be God. 


faatrortgeqqeaneat FT AAT It V2 Ml 
q And fagrqu-az-sqqeareary on account of the mention of 


distinctive characteristics and difference gaz the other two 
aq are not. 


22. And the other two (viz the individual soul and Pradhana) 
are not meant, for there is the mention of the distinctive 
characteristics (of Brahman) and (Its) difference (from the 
two). 


For this further reason, God alone is the source of all things; 
and neither Pradhana nor the individual soul is so. 

Why? 

“Because of the mention of distinctive characteristics and 
difference.” For on the strength of dissimilar characteristics, the 
source of all things, which is relevant to the context, has been 
distinguished from the embodied soul in the text, “Purusa is 
transcendental, since He is formless; and since He is coextensive 
with all that is external and internal, and since He is birthless, 
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therefore He is without vital force and without mind. He is 
pure and superior to the (other) superior immutable” (Mu. II. 
i. 2). These characteristics of transcendence etc. cannot logically 
apply to the embodied soul which identifies itself with the 
limitations imposed by name and form, conjured up by igno- 
rance, and which imagines their attributes as its own. Hence 
Purusa (the conscious all-pervasive entity), met with in the 
Upanisads alone, is directly mentioned here. Similarly the source 
of all things, which is relevant to the context, 1s mentioned as 
different from Pradhana in the text, “Superior to the superior 
immutable” ((ibid.). The immutable is the unmanifested (i.e. 
beginningless Maya) that is a kind of power belonging to the 
source of name and form (viz God), that is the latent state 
of all the elements, that has God as its support, that is a limiting 
adjunct to God Himself,1* and that is higher than all its own 
modifications, but is itself unmodified. By declaring a difference 
through the statement, “superior to that superior (immutable) 
Maya”, the text shows that what is intended here to be spoken 
of is the supreme Self. It is not a fact that any independent 
principle, called Pradhana, is admitted, and then a difference 
from it is shown here (in the aphorism). 

What is admitted then? 

(It is held that) if a principle, called Pradhana (meaning Maya 
or nescience), be imagined, and it be asserted without any 
violence to the Upanisads that this Pradhana is called by such 
terms as the “unmanifested” and the “latent state of all the 
elements”, then you may as well follow that imagination.14 The 
Upanisad mentions a difference (of Immutable) from that. 
And so it is established here that God is the source of all 
things. 

For what further reason is God the source of all things? 


#8 Making a difference between God and the creatures. 

“For thereby you speak of Maya only, though under another name, 
Pradhana, which term may bear the etymological sense of “that which 
Is perceived as the products”, Even if the opponent should say that the 
aphorist refutes this very Pradhana, and not the Pradhana of the 
Samkhyas, still there is nothing to quarrel about, for the Sarnkhya view 
stands negated along with that. 
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a And eq-sqqratq Owing to a presentation of form. 
23. And becausé there is a, presentation of form. 


Moreover, immediately after the text, “Superior to the superior 
immutable”, the creation of the entities, counting from the 
vital force to the earth, is spoken of in the verse, “From Him 
originates the vital force” etc. (Mu. II. i. 3). And after that 
we notice that the form of that very source of all things, com- 
prising within it all creation, is presented in the verse, “The 
indwelling Self of all is surely He of whom heaven is the head, 
the moon and the sun are the two eyes, the directions are the 
two ears, the revealed Vedas are speech, air is the vital force, 
the universe is the heart, and it is He from whose two feet 
emerged the earth” (Mu. II. i. 4). All that is appropriate for 
God alone, He being the source of all creation. Such a presen- 
tation of form is incompatible with the embodied soul for its 
greatness is limited; and this is incompatible with Pradhana 
which cannot be the indwelling Self of all beings. Therefore 
it is understood that God alone is the source of all things but 
not so are the other two. 

How is it again known that this is a presentation of the form 

of the source of all things? 
_ Because of the context, and because the words “it is He” 
(ibid.) allude to something under consideration. When after 
broaching the topic of the source of all things, statements such 
as these are made, “From Him originates the vital force” etc. 
(Mu. II. i. 3), “The indwelling Self of all is surely He” (Mu. 
II. i. 4), these must relate to the source of all things. For instance, 
if after starting a talk about a teacher, some one should say, 
“Read under him. He is versed in the Vedas and the ancillary 
subjects”, then that statement relates to that teacher. The case 
is similar here. 

Opponent : How can the source of all things, that is possessed 
of the qualities of not being seen etc., have a physical form? 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty; for the statement has 
in view the revelation of all-pervasiveness and not any physical 
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form, just as it is the case in, “I am food, I am the eater of 
food” (Tai. III. x. 6). 

Others (viz the Vrttikara), again, think: This is not a presen- 
tation of the source of all things, for the presentation is made 
through the fact of getting born. In the earlier verse, “From 
this One originates the vital force, as well as the mind and all 
the senses, space, air, fire, water, and the earth that supports 
everything’!® (Mu. II. i. 3), all the entities, counting from the 
vital force to the earth, were presented from the standpoint 
of being born. Later on, too, the verses starting with, “From 
Him emerges the fire (i.e. heaven) of which the sun is the 
fuel” (Mu. II. i. 5), and ending with, “From Him issue all the 
corns as well as the juices” etc. (Mu. II. i. 9), speak only of 
things being born. In the midst of all this, how can the form 
of the source of all things be presented here alone all of a 
sudden? The all-pervasiveness too will be taught, after finishing 
with creation, in the verse, “Purusa alone is all this—comprising 
the karma and knowledge” (Mu. II. i. 10). In the Vedas and 
the Smrtis too we notice statements about the birth etc. of the 
Being who has the three worlds as His body; “Hiranyagarbha 
was born first, and having been born, He became the only Lord 
of all beings. He held the earth and this heaven. That single 
Deity we propitiate with oblation” (R. V. X. cxxi. 1). The 
word samavartata in that text means “was born”. So also in 
the text, “He is the first embodied Being, He is called Purusa, 
He is the first ordainer of all beings. Thus was Brahma born 
in the beginning”. Even a created person (viz Hiranyagarbha) 
can be all-pervasive, for in His aspect as the vital force, He 
dwells within the bodies of all beings. 

If this point of view be accepted, then the explanation (of 
the aphorism) will be this: All the presentations of form in such 
texts as, “Purusa is all this” (Mu. II. i. 10), lead to the under- 
standing of the supreme Lord. 


“The text implies that the all-comprehensive Hiranyagarbha, mentioned 
in, “The indwelling Self of all” (Mu. II. i. 4), emerges from Him who is 
the source of all things (Mu. II. 1. 3). So Hiranyagarbha has birth just 
like any other thing. 

#®The assertion, “all karma and knowledge (i.e. meditation) are but 

10 
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Topic 7: VAISVANARA 


ARAL: ATATTCUTTSaPaatgTa Mt Vv Ul 


agarac: Vaisvanara ararc-aee-faaratq for the words denoting 
many things are used specifically. 


24. Vaisvanara (the Cosmic Person) is the supreme Lord, for 
though the (two) words (Self and Vaisvanara) denote many 
things, they are used specifically. 


Doubt: (In the Chiandogya Upanisad) the start is made thus: 
“Which is our Self and what is Brahman?”!? (V. xi. 1) and 
“At present you remember this Self, the VaiSvanara. Tell us 
of that very entity’2® (V. xi. 6). Then after the denunciation 
(by ASgvapati) of the separate meditation on heaven, sun, air, 
space, water, earth, as possessed of the qualities of bright light, 
(multiform, identity with divergent paths, vastness, wealth, 
support), and after the teaching (by ASvapati) that these con- 
stitute the head, (eye, life, middle part of the body, bladder, 
and feet) of Vaisvanara, the text runs thus: “He who meditates 
on this Vaisvanara Self, knowing It directly as pradeSamiatra 
(spatially limited, or realized in limited places) and abhivimana 
(identified with oneself), eats food in all the worlds, through all 
the beings and through all the selfs. Of this VaiSvinara Self, 
the head is heaven, the eye is the sun, the vital force is air, the 
middle part of the body is space, the bladder is water, the earth 
is the two feet, the chest is the sacrificial altar, the heart is the 
Giarhapatya fire, the mind is the Anvahiaryapacana fire, and 
the mouth is the Ahavaniya fire” (Ch. V. xviii. 1-2). The doubt 


Purusa” amounts to presenting an entity inherent in everything. And so 
the text leads to the comprehension of the supreme Lord as the source 
of all things. 


“Five Brahmanas—Pricinasala, Satyayajna, Indradyumna, Jana, Budila— 
discussed this problem among themselves. As they found no adequate 
answer, they went to Uddalaka, who also did not know the full answer. 

* The six Brahmanas went to king ASvapati and said this to him. In 
answer to the king’s question, the Brahmanas related their own concep- 
tions of VaiSvanara, as stated below seriatim. 


I, i. 24] BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA 147 


arises here as to what is indicated by the word Vaisvanara. Is 
it the heat in the stomach, or the element fire, or the deity 
identifying himself with it, or the embodied soul, or the supreme 
Lord? 

What, again, causes the doubt here? 

The cause is the use of the word Vaisvanara, which is a com- 
mon term for the heat in the stomach, the element called fire, 
and the deity of fire, as also the use of the word Self denoting 
both the embodied Self and the supreme Lord. So the doubt 
arises as to which of these meanings should be accepted and 
which rejected. What should be the conclusion here? 

Opponent : It is the fire in the stomach. 

Why? 

Because the word is seen to be used sometimes specifically to 
signify this fire, as in, “This fire that is within a man and 
digests the food is Vaisvanara” (Br. V. ix), and such other 
places. Or it may mean simply the ordinary fire, for it is seen 
to be used in a general way also, as in, “For the sake of the 
whole universe the gods created that Vaisvanara (fire, i.e. the 
sun)” (R. V. X. Ixxxviii. 12). Or it may mean the deity having 
fire as his body, the word being in use in that sense also: 
“Because Vaisvanara, the king of the worlds, ordains happiness, 
and because all glories belong to him, therefore may we remain 
within his favour” (R. V. I. iic. 1); for according to this and 
other texts of this kind, the word can apply to some deity 
possessed of glory etc. If, however, it is held that the word 
Vaisvanara is to be interpreted in consonance with the word 
Self, as the word Self alone is used in the beginning in the 
text, “Which is our Self, what is Brahman?” (Ch. V. xi. 1), 
still it must be merely the embodied soul, because it approxi- 
mates to Vaisvanara by reason of being an experiencer, and 
because the attribute of spatial limitation is possible in its case, 
it being limited by conditioning factors. Therefore Vaisvanara 
is not God. 

Vedantin: This being the position, it is said: Vaisvanara 
should properly mean God. 

Why? 

Because even though the two words (VaiSvanara and Self) 
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denote many things, they are used specifically. Sadharana-sSabda- 
viSesa means specification about the two common words. 
Although both these words—Self, Vaisvanara—are common to 
many things—Vaisvanara implying three things and Self two— 
yet a specification is noticed, because of which their meaning 
is understood to be the supreme Lord, as is seen in: “Of this 
Vaisvanara Self, the head is heaven” etc. (Ch. V. xviii. 2). 
Here we understand that the supreme Self Itself, which has 
assumed a special form with heaven etc. as the head and so 
on, is presented as the indwelling Self, for the sake of medita- 
tion. And this can be so, for It is the cause. From the fact that 
all the states of an effect belong to the cause, it follows that 
the supreme Lord can have heaven etc. as His limbs. And the 
result, viz subsisting in all the worlds etc. as heard of in the 
text, “He (the knower of Vaisvanara) eats food in all the 
worlds, among all beings, and through all the selfs” (Ch. V. 
Xvili. 1), is possible if the ultimate cause is meant. And the 
indication of Brahman, contained in the text, “Thus indeed 
are all his sins burnt away” (Ch. V. xxiv. 3), which speaks of 
the burning away of all the sins of the knower of VaiSvanara, 
and the indication in the commencement, as contained in the 
words Self and Brahman in the text, “Which is our Self, what 
is Brahman?” (Ch. V. xi. 1), lead us to the comprehension of 
the supreme Lord alone. Hence the supreme Lord alone is 
meant by Vaisvanara. 


ATTA Safa tt Vy Ut 


ear that (form) mentioned in the Smrti eatq should be 
aqaraq an indicatory mark; ¢fé hence. 


25. The form referred to in the Smrti is an indicatory mark 
(that Vaisvanara means the supreme Lord). Hence Vaisvanara 
is God. 


Another reason why God is meant by Vaiésvanara is that the 
Smrti mentions that the form, comprising the three worlds and 
having fire as the mouth, heaven as the head, and so on, belongs 
to God Himself: “Salutation to Him who is embodied in the 
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three worlds with fire as His mouth, heaven as His head, sky as 
the navel, the earth as the two feet, the sun as the eye, and the 
directions as the ears” (Mbh. XII. 47. 68). This form, mentioned in 
the Smrti, bears witness to the Vedic text forming its basis; 
and thus it becomes a ground for inferring that the (Vedic) 
word Vaisvanara stands for the supreme Lord. The word iti is 
used in the sense of “hence”, implying thereby, “Since this is 
a ground of inference leading to that conclusion, therefore 
Vaisvanara means the supreme Self Itself”. Though “salutation 
to Him who -is embodied in the three worlds” is a eulogy, 
still a eulogy, involving the presentation of such a form, 1s 
not quite possible unless there is some Vedic text forming its 
basis. Other Smrti texts like the following can also be quoted 
here: “His nature is inscrutable and He is the creator of all 
beings, of whom, the Brahmanas say, that heaven is the head, 
sky is the navel, the sun and moon are the eyes, the directions 
are to be known as the ears, and the earth constitutes the two 
feet.” 


reaeaisaaaerna ats Fa TT 
CST TAMA ATACTOTAT ATTTTT Ul VE It 


qeq-atfavy: Because of the word and other factors 4 yfagratq 
and because of residence aq: inside, # not so, eff aq if this be 
the objection, then 4 not so, efe-saeanq because the instruction 
js to conceive qq in that way HAA because it is inappli- 
cable (elsewhere) @q and aeffqq they mention wag this one 
afq qeyy even as a Purusa (lit. person). 


26. If it be objected that VaiSvanara is not the supreme Self 
because of the word used as well as other factors, and because 
of residence inside, then we say : not so, because the instruction 
is to conceive of Brabman as such, because the specification is 
inapplicable to others, and because they mention Him even as a 
person (Purusa). 

The opponent says here that the supreme Lord cannot be. 
Vaisvanara. 

Why? 
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Because of the word used as well as other factors, and 
because of residence inside. To take up the “word” first: The 
term Vaisvanara cannot possibly be used for the supreme Lord, 
for its conventional meaning is something else. So also the 
word fire, as in “This fire that is such is Vaisvanara” (S. B. X. 
vi. 1.12), is not applicable to the supreme Self. By the term 
“other factors” is to be understood the conception with regard 
to the three fires contained in, “The heart is the Garhapatya 
fire” etc. (Ch. V. xviii. 2), as well as the mention of fire as 
the place for the oblation to Praya, (conceived of as the fire in 
Agnihotra), in the text, “Now then the food that comes first is 
to be offerec as an oblation” (Ch. V. xix. 1). For these reasons, 
the meaning of the word Vaisvanara is to be understood as the 
fire in the stomach. So also we hear of residence inside, “He 
who knows this (this fire called VaiSvanara) as Purusa (Person), 
as having the likeness of Purusa, and as residing inside Purusga 
(eats food everywhere)” (S. B. X. vi. 1.11). That is possible 
for the fire in the stomach. As for the argument that because 
of the specification mentioned in “Heaven is the hcad” etc. 
(Ch. V. xviii 2), VaiSvanara!® must be the supreme Self, we 
ask, “In the face of the specifications supporting either point of 
view, how do you arrive at the decision that the specification 
about the supreme Lord alone is to be accepted and not the 
other about the fire in the stomach?” Or it may be that there is 
a reference to the element fire, existing inside and outside. For 
from the mantra texts, such as the following, we can gather 
that it too has a relationship with heaven etc.: “(That is to 
be meditated on) which, in the form of the sun, pervades this 
earth and heaven and the inter-space between heaven and 
earth” (R. V. X. Ixxxviii. 3). Or the deity, having fire as his 
body can have heaven etc. as his limbs by virtue of the divinity 
he is dowered with. Therefore Vaisvanara docs not mean the 
supreme Lord here. 

Vedantin : To this we say: No, for the instruction is about 
conceiving in that way. From such reasons as the “use of the 
word” and so on, the supreme Lord should not be denied. 


7 Meaning “the entity filling up everything, present everywhere, and 
Consciousness by nature”. 
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Why? 

Because the instruction is about imagining (VaiSvanara) in 
that way without abandoning (its meaning as) the fire in the 
stomach, inasmuch as the superimposition of the idea of the 
supreme Self on the Vaisvanara fire in the stomach is taught 
here just as in, “Meditate on the mind as Brahman” (Ch. III. 
xviii. 1). Or the supreme Self is taught here to be meditated 
on as conditioned by the limiting adjunct of the Vaisvanara fire 
in the stomach, just as it is done in such texts as, “identified 
with the mind, having the vital force as His body, having 
effulgence as His form” etc.2° (Ch. III. xiv. 2). If the supreme 
Self be not implied here and the mere fire in the stomach be 
meant, then the specification in the text, “Heaven is the head” 
etc. will surely be impossible. We shall explain under the suc- 
ceeding aphorism how this specification cannot be justified even 
by resorting to a deity or the element fire. If the mere fire in 
the stomach be meant, it can only have its residence within 
Purusa, but it cannot be Purusa himself. The followers of the 
Vajasaneya recension, however, read of this VaiSvanara as 
Purusa himself in, ‘“‘He who is Purusa is this fire called Vaié- 
vanara. He who knows this fire called Vaisvanara as Purusa, 
having the likeness of Purusa, and residing inside Purusa’ (S. B. 
X. vi. 1.11). But since the supreme Self is the Self of all, It can 
very well be both Purusa and have residence within Purusa. 

For those who read this portion of the aphorism thus, 
“purusavidhamapi ca enamadhiyate—for they read of Him as 
having the likeness of Purusa as well”, the meaning is this: On 
the assumption that the mere fire in the stomach is meant, it 
can simply have residence within Purusa, but it cannot have 
the likeness of Purusa. But the followers of the Vajasaneya 
recesion read of this One as having the likeness of Purusa as 
well, in the text, ‘Know Him as having the likeness of Purusa 
and residing inside Purusa’”. And by the term “the likeness 
of Purusa” is to be understood, in accordance with the topic 
under discussion, all the limbs counting from heaven as the 
head to the earth as the feet in His divine aspect, and the 


In the first case, fire is a symbol, in the second it is a limiting adjunct. 
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well-known human limbs counting from the head to the chin 
in His corporeal aspect. 


HI UF A Aaa YF Ail All 


aa: wa For these very reasons q @qaq not a deity ¥ and yay 
not any element. 


27. For these very reasons (Vaisvanara is) neither the deity 
nor the element. 


And it was asserted that from the presentation of the element 
fire in association with heaven and the rest in the text of the 
mantra, it follows that the conception of the limbs, as con- 
tained in, “The head itself is fire” etc. (Ch. V. xviii. 1) must 
be made about that very element fire; or the conception of 
limbs has to be made about the deity that has fire as his body, 
for the deity is dowered with divinity. That has to be repu- 
diated. So it is said here: For these very reasons, the deity (of 
fire) is not Vaig$vanara. The element fire is also not so, for the 
element fire that has the nature of mere heat and light cannot 
be fancied to have heaven as its head and so on, for a thing 
that is itself a product cannot be the Self of another product. 
So also the deity, possessed though he is of divinity, cannot be 
fancied to have heaven etc. as his head etc., for the deity is 
not their source, and his divinity depends on the supreme Lord. 
Besides, the inapplicability of the word Self is there to be sure 
in all the alternatives. 


arerecafacra staf: i 85 I 
afafa: Jaimini (thinks) aftaq non-contradiction anata aft 


even if directly (meditated). 


28. According to Jaimini, there is no contradiction even in 
case of direct meditation. 


In conformity with the mention of residence inside and so 
on, it was stated earlier that the supreme Lord is to be meditated 
upon with the help of fire in the stomach as His symbol or He 
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is to be meditated upon as conditioned by the fire in the 
stomach. But now the teacher Jaimini thinks that even if the 
supreme Lord (in His cosmic form of Virat be understood by 
the word Vaisvanara and) be accepted directly for meditation?! 
without thinking of fire as a symbol or limiting adjunct, still 
there will be no contradiction. 

Opponent : Will not the statement about residence inside and 
“the use of the word” and other reasons mentioned in the earlier 
aphorism (26) be contradicted if the fire in the stomach be not 
accepted as the meaning of the word Vaisvanara? 

Vedantin : As to this, it is said: Of these, the statement about 
residence inside is not contradicted. For it is not a fact that 
the statement, “He who knows this (Vaisvanara) as Purusa, 
having the likeness of Puruga, and residing inside Purusa” (S. B. 
X. vi. 1.11), is made with reference to the fire in the stomach; 
for that fire is neither under consideration nor is it mentioned 
by name. 

What is the meaning then? 

The subject under discussion is the conception of the likeness 
of Purusa, so far as the limbs counting from the head to the 
chin are concerned. And the statement, “He who knows this 
One having the likeness of Purusa’”, is made with reference to 
that conception. This is just like the statement, “He sees the 
branch fixed on the tree”.?? Or the statement, “He who knows 
the One having the likeness of Purusa and residing in Purusa”, 
is made with a view to presenting the nature of the pure witness 
that belongs to the supreme Self under consideration. This Self 
has the likeness of Purusa since Purusa is Its limiting adjunct 
in the bodily and divine contexts.28 Once the supreme Lord is 


‘The word Vaisvanara stands for Brahman, and does not mean the 
ordinary fire at all (see f.n. 19). 

™The limbs of Purusa are said to be in Purusa, though the limbs 
constitute His body and are not. separate from it. Since God is super- 
imposed on the limbs of Purusa, His conformity to Purusa’s limbs amounts 
to His residence inside Purusa. 

* Divine—counting from heaven to the earth; bodily—counting from 
the crown of the head to the chin. God is inside all, in the sense of 
being their witness. 
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accepted as the meaning of the text after a consideration of 
it in a logical order from beginning to end, the word Vaisv4- 
nara must signify Him alone through some derivative (and not 
conventional) sense. Vaisvanara is the supreme Self in accord- 
ance with these derivations: He who is the cosmos (vifva) as 
well as a person (nara); or He who is the ordainer (nara) of 
the universe (viSva); or He to whom belong all (vifva) beings 
(nara). He is the supreme Self, for He is the Self of all. Vais- 
vanara is the same as Visvanara, the suffix (bringing about the 
transformation) signifies nothing but the original word itself, 
as in the words raksasa and vdayasa.2* Even the word agni 
(usually meaning fire), should mean the supreme Self from the 
derivative sense of leading to the attainment of the results of 
work.*5 And since the supreme Self is the Self of all, it is quite 
reasonable to think of It as the Garhapatya fire (Ch. V. xviii. 2), 
or as the place (i.e. fire) for offering the oblations to the vital 
force (Ch. V. xix. 1). 

_ Opponent: On the supposition that Vaisvanara stands for 
the supreme Self, how can the text about spatial limitation 
(pradesamatratva) (Ch. V. xviii. 1) be justified? 

Vedantin: The next aphorism proceeds to explain this: 


at faqsaes eaRAET: Wl Re Il 


afer: From the point of view of manifestation gfq this 
is (what) areqxeq: Asmarathya (says). 


29. According to Asmarathya, it is from the point of view of 
manifestation (that God is referred to as spatially limited). 


Even though the supreme Lord transcends all limitation, still 
there can be a spatial limitation for the sake of (His) manifesta- 
tion. For the supreme Lord does become manifest (in His 
majesty) out of favour for His worshippers. Or because He 
becomes specially manifest in particular spots like the heart, 


* Raksas and Raksasa both mean demon; vayas and vayasa both mean 
crow. 

* Or that which makes the world attain birth; or that which goes 
everywhere, or knows everything. 
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which are the places (pradefa) for His revelation, therefore 
from the point of view of manifestation, the text about spatial 
limitation is justifiable even in the case of the supreme Lord. 
This is how the teacher ASmarathya thinks. 


aATeAATAS: th Ro I 


aqeqdt: On account of being meditated on, (says) qyafz: Badari. 


30. According to Badari (God is spoken of as spatially limited) 
on account of being meditated on. 

Or He is said to be spatially determined because He is 
meditated on by the mind inhabiting the heart which is spatially 
limited,2@ just as the barley measured by a (vessel called) 
prastha is said to be a prastha in quantity. Although it is a fact 
that barley itself has some intrinsic quantity, which becomes 
obvious from its contact with the prastha, whereas the supreme 
Lord has no measurement to be revealed by His contact with 
the heart, still it is asserted that the text about spatial manifesta- 
tion can somehow be explained on the basis of remembrance 
(of God).?7 Or to make the text about the revelation in space 
fruitful, the meaning is that the supreme Self, which has no 
spatial limitation, is to be meditated on as though spatially 
determined. Thus the teacher Badari thinks that the text about 
spatial limitation occurs from the standpoint of meditation. 


aequfea stfafrecen fz carafe it ae il 


arta: Because of meditation based on superimposition gfq so 
says afafz: Jaimini, fg because qaTso aqafa (another text) shows. 


31. According to Jaimini, the spatial limitation is (justifiable) 
vecause of the meditation based on superimposition; for this is 
shown (in another text). 


* That which is measured (ita) by the mind, existing in the space 
(pradesa) in the heart, is pradesamatra. 

The spatial limitation of the heart becomes superimposed on the 
remembrance by the mind. And since God too is present in the same 
remembrance (or meditation), this limitation becomes superimposed on 
Him as well. 


156 BRAHMA -SUOTRA - BHASYA (I. ii. 31 


Or the text about spatial limitation may be there because of the 
meditation through superimposition (i.e. imagining a small thing 
to be great). 

How? 

For so in a similar context in the Vajasaneya brabmana, the 
limbs counting from heaven to the earth, of the Vaisvanara 
Self, embodied in the three worlds, are superimposed on the 
physical limbs counting from the top of the head to the chin; 
and thus this brabmana shows how the supreme Lord becomes 
spatially limited in ‘a meditation based on superimposition (S. B. 
X. vi. 1.11): (King Aévapati said to the Brahmanas, PracinaSala 
and others)—‘“The gods knew Him fully as though spatially 
limited; they knew Him as the inmost Self. Therefore I shall speak 
of those limbs to you in that very way. I shall superimpose 
them just according to their spatial limitation. While teaching 
about the crop of the head, he (the king) said, “This (crop of 
my head) is Vaisvanara as the all-surpassing (heaven).’ Teach- 
ing about the two eyes, he said, “This (the two eyes of mine) 
is VaiSvanara as the sun (which is His eye).’ Teaching about 
the nostrils, he said, “This is Vaisvanara as air (which is His 
breath).’ ‘Teaching about the space in the mouth, he said, “This 
is Vaisvanara as the vast space (which is His trunk).’ Teaching 
about the saliva in the mouth, he said, ‘This is VaiSvanara as 
water (which is His bladder).’ Teaching about the chin, he said, 
‘This is Vaigvanara as the earth (which constitutes His feet)’.” 
By the word cubuka (chin) is to be understood the lower 
(jaw) bone of the face. Although the Vajasaneya brabmana 
speaks of heaven as all-surpassing and the sun as brilliant, while 
in the Chandogya, heaven is spoken of as brilliant and the sun 
as possessed of many forms, still this difference is nothing 
damaging;”® for the Vedic statement about spatial limitation 
is the same. And (it will be shown that) the same kind of 
meditation (on VaiSvanara and others) is in evidence in all 
the branches (of the Vedas). The teacher Jaimini thinks that 


* It will be shown later that the texts have to be reconciled by adding 
to one the qualities mentioned in the other. Thus both the texts have to 
accept heaven as both brilliant and all-surpassing. Or it may be said that, 
though the attributes differ, the meditation is the same. 


I. ii. 32] BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA 157 


it is more logical to say that the text about spatial limitation 
occurs for the sake of meditation based on superimposition. 


amar saraferz Wl 32 I 


q And araafer they remember way this One afenq in this 
place. 


32. And they (the followers of the Jabala branch) remember 
(1.e. read of) this One (1.e. God) in this place (1.e. in between 
the head and the chin). 


And the followers of the Jabala branch remember this One, 
i.e. the supreme Lord, in this place, i.e. in between the top of 
the head and the chin: “(Yajiiavalkya)—“That which is this 
infinite and inscrutable Self is seated (that is to say, has to be 
meditated upon) on this one that is under bondage (1.e. the 
individual being.’ (Atri)—‘Where is the one under bondage 
seated?’ ‘He is established in between Varana and Nasi.’ “Which 
ts Varana and which is Nasi?’” (Jabala 2). In that text, again, 
it is ascertained that this one (i.e. the eyebrows) and the nose 
are Varan@ and Nasi from the derivation of Varand as that 
which wards off (vdarayati) all the sins committed by the senses, 
and of Nasi as that which destroys (ndSayati) all the sins com- 
mitted by the senses. The Jabalas read furthermore, “ “Which 
becomes the seat for this one (i.e. the individual being)?’ “That 
which constitutes the link between the eyebrows and the nose 
becomes the link between heaven and the supreme place (of 
Brahman)’ 2%” (ibid.). Therefore the text about spatial limita- 
tion is appropriate with regard to the supreme Self. 

And the term abbtvimana in the text is used to indicate the 
innermost Self, in the derivative sense of that which is known 
directly (abhivimiyate) as the inmost Self by all beings; or in the 
sense of that which is directly attained (abbigata) as the inner- 
most at the same time that it is free from any measurement 


® This place is to be meditated on as the link between the two. Some 
read bbhruvob pranasya ca in place of bbhruvorghrinasya ca, where 
prana means ghrana (nose). 
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(vimana); or in the sense of that which creates diversely 


(abhivimimite) the whole universe, It being the source of all. 
Therefore it is proved that Vaisvanara must be the supreme 


Self. 


Secrion III 


Topic 1: THe Asope or Heaven, Eartu, ETC. 


GNA TARSATT UI 


a.-q-atfe-araaaq The repository of heaven, earth, etc. e- 
sary on account of the word denoting Itself. 


1. The repository of heaven, earth, etc. (is the supreme Self) 
on account of the word denoting Itself. 


Doubt: This is met with in the Upanisad: “Know that Self 
alone which is one without a second, on which are strung 
heaven, the earth, and inter-space, the mind and the vital forces 
together with all the other organs;! and give up all other talks. 
This is the dam (or bridge) leading to immortality” (Mu. II. 
ii. 5). Here from the mention of the subsistence of heaven etc., 
it becomes obvious that something exists as the repository. The 
doubt arises as to whether this container (or abode) is the 
supreme Brahman or something else. 

Opponent: As to that, the obvious meaning is that something 
other than Brahman must be this repository. 

Why? 

Because we hear from the Upanisad, “This is the dam leading 
to immortality.” A dam (or bridge) is known in this world to 
be connected with two banks, whereas no bank can be admitted 
for Brahman in the face of the Upanisadic declaration: “Infinite, 
shoreless” (Br. II. iv. 12). If some other thing has to be admitted 
as the repository, then the Pradhana, well known in the Smpti, 
should be accepted, for it is logical for it to be the repository, 
it being the material cause. Or it can be the air well known in 
the Upanisad, for air is also heard of as something holding 


*On Brahman is transfixed Virat, embodied in the three worlds, and 
on It, again, is transfixed Hiranyagarbha, embodied in all the subtle 
minds. These two are meant by the references to the gross heaven etc., 
and the subtle mind etc., respectively. 
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together, in the text, “Vayu (air), O Gautama, is that Sétra 
(lit. thread). Through this Stra or Vayu this and the next 
life and all beings are held together” (Br. III. vii. 2). Or it can 
be the embodied soul; for by virtue of its being the experiencer, 
it can justifiably be a repository in relation to the manifold 
world of enjoyment. 

Vedantin : ‘This being the position, it is said: “The repository 
of heaven, earth, etc.” The compound word Dyubhuvau is 
formed by dyu (heaven) and bba@ (earth); dyu-bbii-adi means 
those that have heaven and earth at the beginning. Since in this 
sentence the universe, consisting of heaven, earth, inter-space, 
mind, organs, etc. have been mentioned as transfixed on some 
entity (Mu. II. ii. 5), hence the repository of this must logically 
be Brahman. 

Why? 

“On account of the word denoting Itself”, that is to say, 
because of the word “Self”; for the word “Self” does occur 
here in, “know that Self alone that is one without a second” 
(Mu. II. ii. 5). And the word “Self” fits in quite aptly if the 
supreme Self is understood by it, but not so if the meaning be 
something else. Moreover, in some places, Brahman is spoken 
of as the repository by Its very name, as in, “O amiable one, 
all these beings have Existence as their source, Existence as their 
repository, and Existence as their culmination” (Ch. VI. viii. 4). 
Besides, Brahman is mentioned by Its very name earlier as 
well as later in this very context: ‘“Purusa alone is all this— 
comprising the karma and knowledge. He who knows this 
supreme immortal Brahman” (Mu. II. i. 10), “All that is in 
front is but Brahman, the immortal. Brahman is on the right, 
as well as on the left. Above and below too is extended Brah- 
man alone” (Mu. II. ii. 11). From hearing in that context of 
the relation, existing between a container and the thing con- 
tained, and from the appositional use (asserting Brahman’s 
identity with all) in, “All is Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 1), the 
doubt may arise that just as a tree is a composite entity, com- 
prising as it does the branches, trunk, and roots, so also the 
Self is variegated and possessed of diverse tastes. In order to 
obviate that doubt, the text declares with emphasis: “Know 
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that Self alone that is one without a second” (Mu. II. ii. 5). The 
idea expressed is this: The Self is not to be cognized as a 
heterogeneous thing comprising the manifold created universe. 

How is It then to be cognized? 

The meaning is that, after climinating, through knowledge, 
the universe conjured up by ignorance, you should know that 
one and homogeneous Self alone that appears as the repository. 
Just as when somebody is told, “Bring that on which Deva- 
datta sits’, one brings the seat alone, but not Devadatta; 
similarly the homogeneous Self, appearing as the repasitory, 1s 
taught here as the object to be known. Furthermore, we hear 
“of the condemnation of one who clings to the unreal created 
things: “He goes from death to death who sees as though there 
is difference here (in Brahman)” (Ka. II. i. 11). As for the 
use of “all” and “Brahman” in apposition in the text, “All this 
is (but) Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 1), it is meant for the elimina- 
tion of the universe,? and not for proving heterogeneity (in 
Brahman). For we hear of homogeneity in, “As a lump of 
salt is without interior and exterior, entire and purely saline in 
taste, even so is the Self without interior and exterior, entire, 
and pure Intelligence alone” (Br IV. v. 13). Hence the supreme 
Brahman is the repository of heaven, earth, etc. 

As for the objection, that from the mention of the dam in 
the Upanisad and from the fact that a dam 1s associated with 
banks, something other than Brahman should be the respository 
of heaven and earth, the reply is this: By the text about the 
dam, the only point sought to be illustrated is the fact of 
holding together (or impounding) and not the possession of 
banks. It does not follow that, since a2 dam in this world is 
made of earth and timber, the dam mentioned here is also 
assumed to be similarly constructed. The word dam itself 
(etymologically) implies mere holding together, but not pos- 
session of banks etc., for the word setz (dam) is derived from 


*"To remove the false conception of a stump as a thief, somebody may 
say, “Your thicf is a stump”, which statement denies the existence of 
the thief, and is not meant to establish the identity of the thief and the 
stump. So in the present case, the apposition docs not imply that Brahman 
and creation are equally truc. 


11 
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the root si#i in the sense of impounding (the water from flow- 
ing out). 

Somebody else says: The knowledge of the Self met with in 
the text, “Know that Self alone” (Mu. II. ii. 5), and the dis- 
carding of speech met with in the text, “give up all other 
talks” (ibid.), are also declared here by the text, “this is the 
dam leading to immortality”, for these two constitute the means 
(the bridge) leading to immortality. But Brahman as the 
repository of heaven and earth is not spoken of. 

Vedantin: The objection raised on that supposition, to the 
effect that the text about the dam reveals something other than 
Brahman as the repository of heaven and earth, is illogical. 


TIT ASAIN URN 
F-SIAA-qTA TTT | 


2. Because there is the instruction about (Its) attainment by 
the free. 


From this additional reason that this repository of heaven, 
earth, etc. is taught as the goal to be reached by the liberated, 
it follows that this repository is the supreme Brahman. Mukto- 
pasrpya means attainable by those freed from _ bondage. 
Nescience consists in the idea of Selfhood entertained about 
the body etc., which are not the Self. As a result of this self- 
identification, follow love for those who adore that body and 
hatred for those who dishonour it, and fear and confusion 
from noticing its death. In this way, this multitude of evils, 
with infinite differences, that flows on for ever, is obvious to 
all of us. In contradiction to this, it is stated with regard to 
this repository of heaven and earth that It is to be reached by 
those who are free from such defects as ignorance, love, hatred, 
etc. 

How 1s it stated? 

Having declared, “When that Self, which is both high and 
low (ie. cause and effect), is realized, the knots of the heart 
get untied, all the doubts become solved, and all actions become 
dissipated” (Mu. II. ii. 8), it is stated, “As the rivers, flowing 
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down, become indistinguishable on reaching the sea by giving 
up their names and forms, so also the illumined soul, having 
become freed from name and form, reaches the self-effulgent 
Purusa that is higher than the higher Maya (unmanifested 
Nature)” (Mu. III. ii. 8). And it is well known from such 
texts as the following that Brahman is attainable by the liber- 
ated: “When all the desires that dwell in his heart are gone, 
then he, having been mortal, becomes immortal and attains 
Brahman even in this body” (Br. IV. iv. 7). But Pradhana 
and the rest are nowhere known to be attainable by the 
‘liberated. Again, with regard to the entity that is the repository 
of heaven and earth it is stated here in the text, “Know that 
Self alone and give up all other talks” (Mu. II. it. 5), that this 
entity is realizable after the giving up of speech (that is to say, 
the activities of all organs). And this very fact is found to be 
declared in another Upanigad in connection with Brahman: 
“The intelligent aspirant after Brahman, knowing about this 
alone, should attain intuitive knowledge. He should not think 
of too many words, for it is particularly fatiguing to the organ 
of speech” (Br. IV. iv. 21). For this reason also the abode of 
heaven and earth is Brahman. 


TMTATTATosealT 1311 


q Not aA any inferential entity 4-Aq-Teqy On account 
of absence of any word indicating it. 


3. No inferential entity (is the repository), for there is no 
word of that import. 


It is being stated that there is no uncommon ground of 
inference establishing anything else, in the same sense that there 
is an uncommon ground of inference (viz the word) to prove 
Brahman. “The inferential entity”, viz Pradhana fancied in the 
Smyti of the -Sarhkhyas, “is not” to be understood here as the 
abode of heaven and earth etc. 

Why? 

“For there is no word of that import.” “A word of that 
import” means some word establishing that insentient Pradhana. 
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An absence of such a word is meant. There is no word here 
to prove Pradhana, on the strength of which the insentient 
Pradhana could have been understood either as the cause or 
the abode. (Or the meaning of atacchabdat is): There are words 
of contrary import in evidence here, which establish a sentient 
entity opposed to it (Pradhina), as for instance, “He who is 
omniscient in general and all-knowing in detail” (Mu. I. 1. 9). 
For this very reason, air too is not accepted here as the abode 
of heaven, earth, etc. 


TTT Weil 


ITT AT A living creature q also (is not so). 


4. A living creature also is not so. 


It is true that a living being, identifying itself with intelli- 
gence, can be the Self and can have sentience; but there can 
be no omniscience for one whose knowledge is circumscribed 
by limiting adjuncts. And hence on the very ground of the 
presence of words of a contrary import,? a living being is 
not to be accepted as the repository of heaven and earth. More- 
over, it is impossible for a living creature, circumscribed as it 
is by conditioning factors, to be the repository of heaven, earth, 
etc. in the fullest sense. The present aphorism is framed separately 
(from the earlier one) in order to connect it with the succeeding 
ones.* 

For what further reason is the living being not to be accepted 
as the repository of heaven, earth etc.? 


WasrqeM UU 


J. (And) because there is a mention of difference. 


*Viz that “Self”, used in apposition with omniscience (in Mu. II. ii. 7), 
can mean God alone. 

“Although the “not” borrowed from the earlier aphorism connects 
these together, still the fourth one is independent, since the individual 
soul is dealt with here as well as in the succeeding ones, and not Pradhina 
as in the third one. 
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Moreover, there is a2 mention of difference as between the 
knowable object and the knower, in the text, “Know that Self 
alone that is one without a second” (Mu. II. ii. 5). In that text 
the knower is a living creature, since it hankers for freedom. 
And by the method of residue, Brahman, mentioned by the 
word Self, is the object to be known and is the respository of 
heaven, earth, etc., but not so is a living creature. 

What additional reason is there for not accepting a living 
being as the abode of heaven, earth etc.? 


THUONT W<il 
6. On account of the context. 


And because this is a context of the supreme Self. This is 
evident from the text, “O adorable sir, (which is that thing) 
which having been known, all this becomes known?” (Mu. I. 
1. 3), where the knowledge of all is made to depend on the 
knowledge of one. For it is only by knowing the supreme Self, 
that is the Self of all, that all this becomes known; but not so 
by knowing merely a living creature. 

For what more reason a living being is not to be accepted 
as the abode of heaven, earth, etc.? 


feqeAeAPAT =F till 
feafa-aearany = | 


7. And on account of the facts of staying on and eating. 


While presenting the abode of heaven, earth, etc., the 
facts of staying on and eating (i.e. experiencing) are stated 
in the text, “Two birds that are ever associated and have simi- 
lar names” etc. (Mu. III. i. 1), the experience of the results of 
work being mentioned in, “Of these the one eats the fruits of 
divergent tastes” (ibid.), and staying on indifferently being 
mentioned in, “The other looks on without eating” (ibid.). 
By these two facts of staying on and eating, God and the 
individual soul are understood in that context. Provided God 
had been sought to be presented as the abode of heaven, earth, 
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etc. (in Mu. II. ii. 5), then only it becomes proper to speak of 
Him, who is already the subject under discussion, as separate 
from the individual soul. Otherwise it will amount to speaking 
suddenly about something out of context and unrelated. 

Opponent: Is not the mention of the individual soul as 
different from God equally out of context even in your case? 

Vedantin: No, for the soul (as such) is not presented as 
the subject-matter of the topic. The individual soul, present 
in every body as the agent and experiencer in association with 
such limiting adjuncts as the intellect, is known from common 
experience itself, and so it is not mentioned in the Upanisads 
for its own sake. But as God is not thus familiarly known from 
common experience, He is intended to be declared in the 
Upanisad for His own sake. Hence it is not proper to say that 
any mention of Him is uncalled for. It was also shown under 
the aphorism, “The two who have entered into the cavity are 
the individual Self and the supreme Self” (B.S. I. ii. 11), that 
God and the individual soul are spoken of in the verse, ‘““T'wo 
birds” etc. (Mu. III. i. 1). Even though it is said in the explana- 
tion offered by the Paifgi Upanisad that the sattva (intellect) 
and the individual soul are spoken of in this verse, still there is 
no contradiction. 

How? 

For what is repudiated here is that any living creature can be 
the repository of heaven, earth, etc., the reason being that, just 
like the space within a pot, this creature is perceived separately 
in every body as identified with such limiting adjuncts as the 
sattva. But He who is cognized in all bodies as free from all limit- 
ing adjuncts must necessarily be the supreme Self. Just as much 
as the spaces within pots etc., when perceived as free from the 
limitations of the pots etc., are but the cosmic space, similarly 
since the living creatures (freed from their adjuncts) are not 
logically different from the supreme Self, therefore it is not 
possible to deny them (as the repository of heaven etc.). Hence 
what is really denied is that the soul identifying itself with the 
sattva etc. can be the repository of heaven, earth, etc. 
Accordingly the supreme Brahman is alone the repository of 
heaven, earth, etc.; and this was established by the earlier 
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aphorism, “The entity possessed of the qualities of not being 
seen and so on is Brahman, for Its characteristics are spoken of” 
(I. ii. 21). For in connection with that very text about the 
source of all beings, we read, “on which are strung heaven, the 
earth, and inter-space” etc. (Mu. II. ii. 5). That subject is revived 
here for the sake of elaboration.® 


Topic 2: BHUMAN (INFINITE, PLENITUDE) 


FAT APHASIA USI 
yat Bhiman (is Brahman), gaaerq the teaching having been 
imparted arqarate af as superior to samprasdda. 


8. Bhitman is the supreme Self, since He is taught as superior 
to samprasdda (1.e. Prana or vital force). 


Doubt : This is stated in the Upanisad: ‘‘(Sanatkumara said), 
‘But Bhiiman (the Infinite) has surely to be inquired into.’ 
(Narada said), ‘O venerable sir, I hanker to understand the 
Infinite.’ (Sanatkumara said), “That is the Infinite in which one 
does not see anything else, does not hear anything else, does 
not know anything else. And that is limited where one sees 
something else’” etc. (Ch. VII. xxiii-xxiv). Here the doubt 
arises: Is Praga the Bhaiman (Infinite) or is the supreme Self 
so? 

Why does the doubt arise? 

By the word Bhiman is meant plenitude, for it’ is mentioned 
in the Smpti (i.e. Panini’s grammar), “The word bhiiman is 
derived from the word babu (much, many) with the suffix 
iman added after it, and then the i of the suffix is dropped and 
bhi is substituted for babu (to give rise to the abstract counter- 
part of babu)” (VI. iv. 158). The Smrti speaks of the word 
bhtiiman as having a suffix added to it to impart the sense of 
the abstract noun. When the curiosity about the nature of 
that plenitude arises, it becomes obvious from the text, “Prana 
is certainly greater than hope” (Ch. VII. xv. 1), that Prana is 
Bhiiman because of proximity. Similarly from the way the 


*Showing that the source of all is also the inmost Self of all. 
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topic is introduced in, “For it has surely been heard by me 
from persons of your standing that the knower of the Self 
crosses over sorrow. Here am I such a sorrowing man, O 
venerable sir, ferry me across this sorrow, sorrowful as I am” 
(Ch. VII. i. 3), it appears equally that Bhiumman is the supreme 
Self. Of these two, it becomes a matter of doubt as to which 
is to be accepted and which rejected. What would be the 
conclusion here? 

Opponent : The conclusion is that Praya is Bhiiman. 

Why? 

Because it is noticed that the (series of) questions and 
answers are concerned with something greater (bbityan), for 
instance, (it is asked by Narada), “O venerable sir, is there 
anything greater than name?” (Ch. VII. 1. 5), and the answer 
(by Sanatkumara) is, “The organ of speech is surely greater 
than name” (Ch. VII. ii. 1). Similar are (the question), “O 
venerable sir, is there anything greater than the vocal organ?” 
(Ch. VII. it. 2), and (the answer), “The mind is surely greater 
than the vocal organ” (Ch. VII. iii. 1). Here a chain of ques- 
tions and answers extends from name etc. to Prava. But after 
Prana no such question and answer are found in the shape of 
“O venerable sir, is there anything greater than Prama?” and 
“Such a thing is surely greater than Prana.” But in the text, 
starting with, “Praya is surely greater than hope” (Ch. VII. 
xv. 1), Prana is spoken of in detail as the greatest of all things 
counting from name etc. and ending with hope. Then in the 
text, “(Should he be told), ‘You are transcending all in your 
speech’, he should say, ‘Yes, I do transcend’, he should not 
deny” (Ch. VII. xv. 4), it is acknowledged that for one who 
realizes Prana, there accrues the power of transcending all 
others in speech (i.e. establishing his assertion as the final one). 
Lastly it is said, “But this person verily transcends all others 
in his speech, who transcends them with the help of truth” 
(Ch. VII. xvi. 1), where the vow of Prada, consisting in tran- 
scending all other things is alluded to. And without discarding 
Prana, the Bhiman ‘is introduced through a chain of truth and 
the rest. From all this it becomes clear that the text regards 
Prana itself as Bhiiman. 
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Objection: How, again, after explaining Prana as Bhitman 
would you explain the text, “That in which one does not see 
anything else” etc. (Ch. VII. xxiv. 2), which sets forth the 
characteristics of Bhitman? 

Opponent: The answer is: That definition, viz “That in 
which one does not see anything else”, is applicable to Prana 
also, since it is a matter of experience that all such activities 
as seeing cease in deep sleep when all the organs merge in 
Prana. Thus the (Prasna) Upanisad also speaks of the state of 
sleep as a state of the merger of all the activities of the organs, 
in the text, “This person does not then hear, does not see” 
(IV. 2), and then in that very state it shows the sleeplessness 
of Prana with its fivefold functions, in the text, “It is the fires 
of Prana® that really keep awake in this city (of the body)” 
(Pr. IV. 3), thereby showing that the state of sleep is domi- 
nated over by Prava. The mention of happiness in relation to 
Bhitman in, “That which is Bhiiman is bliss” (Ch. VII. xxiii) 1s 
also not irreconcilable (with Prana); for we hear of bliss in the 
state of sleep in, “Then in that state the deity does not see 
dreams. Then at that time there occurs this kind of happiness 
in the body” (Pr. IV. 6). The text, “That which is Bhiman is 
immortal” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1) is also not irreconcilable with 
Prana; for the Upanisadic text says “Prana is surely immortal” 
(Kau. III. 2). 

Objection: On the assumption that Prana is Bhiiman, how 
would you justify the introduction of the topic from the point 
of view of a desire for the realization of the Self, as is evident 
from the text, “The knower of the Self crosses over sorrow” 
(Ch. VII. i. 3)? 

Opponent : We say that Prana itself is here intended to stand 
for the Self; and that is why Praya is shown as identified with 
all in, “Pramya is father, Prana is mother, Prana is brother, 
Prana is sister, Praya is teacher, Prava is Brahman” (Ch.° VII. 
xv. 1). The identity of Prana with Bhiman in the sense of vast- 
ness is also possible from the mention of Praza’s identity with all 


*Garhapatya fire as Apana, Anvaharyapacana as Vyana, Ahavaniya as 
Prana (Pr. IV. 3). 
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and the illustration of the spokes and nave in the text, “As the 
spokes are fixed on a nave, so also are all these fixed on Prana” 
(Ch. VII. xv. 1.). Therefore the conclusion arrived at is this 
that Prana is Bhitman. 

Vedantin : Hence it is stated: The supreme Self alone can be 
the Bhiiman here, and not Prana. 

Why? 

Because of the instruction about His superiority to sampra- 
sada. Samprasada means deep sleep from the derivative sense of 
the state in which one becomes fully serene. This is confirmed 
by the Brhadaranyaka also because it is stated there along with 
the waking and dream states (IV. iii. 15-17). And since Prana 
keeps awake in that state of full serenity, therefore in this 
aphorism, Prana is accepted as the meaning of samprasadda. So 
the idea implied (by the aphorism) is this: “Since Bhitman is 
taught to be superior to Prana, therefore if Préma itself be 
Bhitman, then the teaching about its own superiority to itself 
will be incongruous. For instance, when the instruction is 
given that something is superior to name, it is not implied that 
name itself is superior to name.” 

What then is taught to be superior? 

Something different from name and called vocal organ is 
taught in, “The vocal organ is surely superior to name” (Ch. 
VII. u. 1). Similarly in all the (succeeding) stages, some things 
different from those respective (earlier) things themselves, 
counting from the vocal organ to Prama, are taught as being 
superior. In the same way, the Bhiman, that is taught to be 
superior to Prana, must be something other than Prana. 

Opponent: But there is no question here like “O venerable 
sir, is there anything higher than Prana?” Nor is there an answer 
of the form, “Such a thing is surely greater than Prapa.” So 
how can it be said that Bhiman is taught to be higher than 
Prana? Moreover, in the subsequent passage we find a reference 
to transcendence in speech (i.e. establishing his own conclu- 
sion exclusively) by relying on Praza: “But he really transcends 
all others in his speech, who transcends by relying on truth” 
(Ch. VII. xvi. 1). Hence nothing is taught as higher than Prana. 

Vedantin : With regard to this we say: It cannot be asserted 
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that the reference is to the transcendence in speech by relying 
on Prana itself; for there is a specific mention (of truth) in, 
“Fle who transcends in speech by relying on truth” (ibid.). 

Opponent: Should not that specific mention too refer to 
Prana? 

How? 

Just as in the sentence, “He indeed is a true performer of 
Agnihotra who speaks the truth”, a man does not become a 
performer of Agnihotra because of his truthfulness. 

By what then? 

By the performance of the Agnihotra itself. But truthfulness 
is mentioned as a special qualification of a performer of Agni- 
hotra. Similarly in the sentence, “But he really transcends in 
speech who transcends by relying on truth’, the transcendence 
in speech does not result from truthfulness. 

From what then? 

From the knowledge of Préma that is under consideration. 
But truthfulness is intended as a special qualification of the 
knower of Prana. 

Vedantin : We say, no; for that will lead to the abandonment 
of the meaning of the Upanisad. From the direct text of the 
Upanisad it 1s obvious that the transcendence in speech results 
from the reliance on truth, the meaning being, “But he really 
transcends in speech who transcends by relying on truth.” 
There is no declaration of the knowledge of Praya here. The 
knowledge of Prana can perchance be brought into play with 
the help of the context only. But if that be done, the direct 
text will be overruled by the context.? And on this interpreta- 
tion, the use of the word tz (but) as in, “But he really trans- 
cends in speech” (ibid.), meant to distinguish something going 
to be discussed from something that preceded, cannot be 
justified. And the text, “But truth must be inquired into” (Ch. 
VII. xvi. 1), which implies an additional effort, suggests that a 
fresh subject (other than Prépa) is intended to be introduced 
(by the word “truth”). Accordingly, just as when the mastery 

"Which is inadmissible. The direct text is “satyena—by relying on 
truth”. A direct statement is more authoritative than inference through 
context. 
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of a single Veda is under discussion, and some one says, “But 
he is really a great Brabmana who reads the four Vedas”, the 
praise relates to the knower of the four Vedas who is different 
from the knowers of a single Veda, so also are we to under- 
stand here. Besides, there is no such rule that the intention to 
speak about a new thing can be gathered merely from a 
freshness of questions and answers.® For the intention of a 
new subject can be understood when it becomes impossible to 
keep within the range already attained. In the context under 
discussion (Ch. VII. xv-xvi), Narada becomes silent after 
hearing the teaching up to Prana. Then Sanatkumara voluntarily 
expounds to him thus: The transcendence in speech by relying 
on the knowledge of Praza, which is mutable and unreal, 1s 
really no transcendence, “but he really transcends all others in 
his speech who transcends by relying on truth”. In that text 
the supreme Brahman is meant by the term truth (satya) 
because that is the highest reality, and because another Upani- 
sad says, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. II. 
i. 1). To Narada who has thus been enlightened, and who has 
reacted by saying, “O venerable sir, I want to transcend all 
things in my speech by relying on truth” (Ch. VII. xvi.), 
Sanatkumara teaches Bhiiman through a succession of practices 
like deep meditation etc.® That being the case, it is understood 
that the very truth which is promised to be spoken of as higher 
than Prana (in Ch. VII. xvi) is mentioned here (in Ch. VII. 
xxiii) as Bhitman. Hence there does occur an instruction about 
Bhiiman as superior to Prana. And in this way the starting of 
the topic with the purpose of the knowledge of the Self stands 
justified. Moreover, it is not reasonable to say that Prana itself 
is intended here as the Self, for Prava cannot be the Self in 
the primary sense. Furthermore, there can be no cessation of 


®For in the Brhadaranyaka, Maitreyi is seen to question Yajiavalkya 
repeatedly about the very same Self. And in the illustration of the 
knowers of the Vedas, the subject-matter is changed even without the 
help of question and answer. 

*Ratnaprabbaé interprets “vijnana” as mididhydasana (deep concentra- 
tion) and “etc.” as manana (reflection), faith, Sravana (hearing), purity 
of mind,’ steadfastness, and efforts for attaining these. 
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sorrow from anything but the knowledge of the Self, for 
another Upanisad declares, “(Knowing Him alone one goes 
beyond death). There is no other path to reach the goal” 
(Sv. VI. 15). And starting with, “Take me across sorrow, such 
as I am, O venerable sir,” (Ch. VII. i. 3), the conclusion 1s 
made with, “The venerable Sanatkumira shows the other shore 
of darkness to him from whom has been rubbed away all attach- 
ment” (Ch. VII. xxvi. 2). By the word darkness (tamas) 1s 
meant ignorance, the source of sorrow etc. And if the instruc- 
tion were really to end with Praja as the highest, this Prava 
would not have been declared to be subject to something else; 
and yet the brabmana text runs thus: “From the Self proceeds 
Prana” (Ch. VII. xxvi. 1). 

Opponent : It may well be that the supreme Self is intended 
to be dealt with at the end of the context (Ch. VII. xxvi); but 
Bhiman here is nothing but Praza. 

Vedantin: No, for by such texts as, “On what is He (i.e. 
Bhitman) seated, O venerable sir? ‘On His own glory’” (Ch. 
VII. xxiv. 1), Bhiman is carried forward right up to the end 
of the topic. And the characteristic of Infinity, expressed as 
plenitude (or vastness), fits in all the better in the case of the 
supreme Self, since It is the source of all. 


qATa aT ell 


aq And wq-sqqa: because the characteristics are appropriate. 


9. And the characteristics of Bhitman are appropriate (for 
the supreme Self). 


Moreover, the characteristics of Bhiman, mentioned in the 
Upanisad, are appropriate for the supreme Self. For instance, 
the Upanisad informs us of the absence in the Bhiman of such 
acts as seeing, in the passage, “That is Bhitmman where one does 
not see anything else, does not know anything else” (Ch. VII. 
xxiv. 1); and this absence of such acts as seeing is known to 
pertain to the supreme Self from the other Upanisadic passage, 
“But when to the knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self, then what should one see and through what?” (Br. 
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IV. v. 15). Even the absence of such acts as seeing in the state 
of sleep, mentioned earlier (Pr. IV. 3), was done so with a view 
to declaring the absence of any relationship in the case of the 
Self Itself, and not for revealing the nature of Praza, for the 
topic there was of the supreme Self. Again, the happiness that 
was spoken of in that state (Pr. IV. 6) was stated with a view 
to revealing the nature of the Self as Bliss Itself; for it is said, 
“This is its supreme Bliss. On a particle of this very Bliss other 
beings live” (Br. IV. iii. 32); and here (in the Chandogya) also 
it is said, “That which is Bhitan is Bliss. There is no happiness 
in the limited; the Infinite (Bhitzman) Itself is Bliss’ (Ch. VII. 
xxiii), where, after rejecting the happiness mixed with sorrow, 
Bhiiman is shown to be nothing but Brahman that 1s Bliss. The 
immortality that is heard of in the passage, “That which is 
Infinite (Bhiman) is immortal” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1), leads us to 
understand the supreme cause; for the immortality present in 
the created things is only a relative reality, as is evident from 
another Upanisad, “Everything else but this is perishable” (Br. 
III. iv. 2). Similarly also, all such characteristics as truth, 
establishment in His own glory, all-pervasiveness, identity with 
all, which are met with in the Upanisad, are appropriate for 
the supreme Self alone, and not for anything else. Therefore 
it is proved that Bhiman is the supreme Self. 


Topic 3: IMMUTABLE 


AAAI: UO 


MAW The Aksara (Immutable) APAL-HAI-TT: on account of 
supporting everything up to space. 


10. Aksara is Brahman because of supporting all things up to 
(and including) space. 


Doubt: It is heard in the Upanisad: “(Gargi asked), ‘On 
what is space woven and transfixed?’ (Br. III. viii. 7). (Yajnaval- 
kya replied), ‘O Géargi, the knowers of Brahman say, this 
Aksara (immutable Brahman) is that. It is neither gross nor 
minute’” etc. (Br. III. viii. 8). With regard to this the doubt 
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arises: Is the letter (Oz) meant by the term Aksara (lit. letter), 
or is the supreme Lord Himself meant? 

Opponent: As to that, in such passages as “The enumeration 
of letters” ( group of 14 aphorisms of Panini), the word aksara 
is familiarly used in the sense of letter, and it is not reasonable 
to ignore common usage. Another Upanisad also says, “Om 
is certainly all this’ (Ch. II. xxiii. 3), where for the sake of 
meditation, the letter Om is declared to be identical with all. 
Therefore the word aksara is used to indicate a letter. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say, the supreme Self 
is meant by the term Aksara. 

Why? 

“Because of holding everything up to and including space”, 
because of supporting all created things from earth to space. 
For it is first stated in the text, ‘““That remains woven and 
transfixed on unmanifested space” (Br. III. viii. 7), that all 
created things counting from earth, which are comprised 
within the three divisions of time, are supported by space; and 
then this topic of Aksara is mooted through the question, “On 
what is space woven and transfixed?” (ibid.). The conclusion 
is also made in a similar way: “On this Aksara, O Gargi, is the 
(unmanifested) space woven and transfixed” (Br. III. viii. 11). 
This supporting of everything including space is not possible 
for anything else but Brahman. As for the quotation, “Oz is 
surely all this” (Ch. II. xxiii. 3), that must be understood in the 
sense of praise, since Om is a means for the realization of 
Brahman. Therefore Aksara must be the supreme Brahman 
according to its derivative sense of that which does not decay 
and that which pervades all, conveying thereby the ideas of 
eternality and omnipresence. 

Opponent : It may be argued that, if by the fact of support- 
ing all things including space be meant the dependence (i.e. 
inclusion) of the effect on the cause, then this holds equally 
good in the case of those (Sarhkhyas) who stand by Pradhana 
as the cause. So how can aksara be known to be Brahman from 
the fact of supporting all things ending with space? 

Vedantin : Hence the answer comes: 
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MM A TMA Ul 


q And apy that act (of supporting) yara@atq owing to the 
mention of mighty rule. 


11. And that act of supporting is possible for God only, owing 
to the mention of His mighty rule. 


That act, viz the supporting of al] things ending with space, 
belongs to God alone. 

Why? 

“Owing to the mention of the mighty rule.” For we hear of 
the mighty rule in the text: “Under the mighty rule of this 
Aksara (Immutable), O Gargi, the sun and the moon, are held 
in their positions” etc. (Br. III. vii. 9). And this mighty rule 
is a work of the supreme Lord. The insentient Pradhana cannot 
exercise this mighty rule; for insentient things like earth etc. 
do not have this mighty rulership over pot etc., though they 
are the material causes of these. 


TUNISIA WLI 


12. And on account of the exclusion from being other 
entities. 


For the further reason of exclusion from being other entities, 
it follows that Brahman alone is the meaning of the term 
Aksara, for it is Brahman alone and nothing else to whom 
belongs the act of holding all things ending with space. 

Opponent: What is meant by this “Exclusion from being 
other entities’’? 

Vedantin : What is meant is this: Azyabbdva means the state 
of being something else; the exclusion from being so is amya- 
bhava-vyavrtti. The text, “This Aksara, O Gargi, is never seen, 
but is the witness, It is never heard, but is the hearer; It is 
never thought of, but is the thinker; It is never known, but is 
the knower” (Br. III. viii. 11), distinguishes Aksara, supporting 
all things including space, from everything else that is different 
from Brahman and That can be presumed to be the meaning 
of the term Aksara. In that text, the attributes of not being 
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seen and so on can be ascribed to Pradhana also, but Pradhana 
cannot be said to be a witness and so on, since it is insentient. 
From the denial of any difference in the Self, as stated in, “There 
is no other witness but this” (ibid.), it follows that the embodied 
soul too, conditioned by limiting adjuncts as it is, cannot be 
the meaning of Aksara. And this is so for the additional reason 
that all conditioning factors are denied by the text, “without 
eyes or ears, without the vocal organ or mind” (Br. III. viii. 8), 
for there can be no embodied soul unless there be conditioning 
factors. Hence the definite conclusion is that the supreme 
Brahman alone is the Aksara. 


Toric 4: THe Osjecr oF SEEING 


Serfamrorqeand A: Vai 


fafa-wq-eqqtatq Owing to the mention as an object of seeing 
a: He (is meant). 


13. From the mention as the object of the act of seeing 
(iksana), it follows thar the supreme Self is meant. 


Doubt : Starting with the sentence, “O Satyakama, this very 
Brahman that is (known as) the inferior and superior, is but 
this Om. Therefore the illumined soul attains either of the two 
through this means (or symbol) alone” (Pr. V. 2), it is stated, 
“Again, anyone who meditates on the supreme Purusa (all- 
pervading entity) with the help of this very syllable Om, as 
possessed of three letters, becomes unified in the sun, consisting 
of light. He is lifted up to the world of Brahman (Hiranya- 
garbha) by the Sama mantras” (Pr. V. 5). The doubt arises 
whether in this sentence the meditation on the supreme Brah- 
man or the inferior Brahman is enjoined; for the topic is started 
with, “attains either of the two through this means alone”, and 
both are relevant. 

Opponent : Now then, the conclusion is that it is the inferior 
Brahman. 

Why? 

Because in the text, “He enters into the sun consisting of 

12 
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light, he is lifted up to the world of Brahman by the Same 
mantras” (ibid.), a result, limited in space, is vouched for the 
knower of that Brahman. It is not reasonable that the knower of 
the supreme Brahman should attain a spatially limited result, 
inasmuch as the supreme Brahman is omnipresent. 

Objection: On the assumption that the inferior Brahman 1s 
meant, does not the qualification “the supreme Purusa” (ibid.) 
become inappropriate? 

Opponent: This creates no difficulty, for in comparison with 
the gross body (of Virat), Hiranyagarbha (the inferior Brahman) 
is justly higher. 

Vedantin: This being the position, it is said: The supreme 
Brahman Itself is taught here for meditation. 

Why? 

Because the object of iksana is mentioned. [ksana means 
seeing. And iksati-karma means the object covered by the act 
of seeing. The Purusa that is to be meditated on is presented 
in the complementary portion of the passage as an object of 
seeing: “From this total mass of creatures (i.e. Hiranyagarbha), 
he sees the supreme Purusa that penetrates everything and is 
higher than the higher (Hiranyagarbha)” (Pr. V. 5). Of the 
two acts of seeing and meditating, the object of meditation 
may even be an unreal thing; for a fanciful thing may as well 
be the content of meditation; but in this world, the content 
of seeing is constituted by a real thing. Therefore we under- 
stand that it is the supreme Self Itself, forming the content 
of full realization, that is mentioned as the object of iksana. And 
that very Self whose identity is revealed by the Upanisadic 
terms—“the Supreme”, “all-pervading Entity”—is presented here 
as the object of meditation.?° 

Opponent : Is not the supreme Purusa mentioned in connec- 
tion with the meditation, whereas the “higher than higher” is 
mentioned in connection with the seeing? So how can the one 
be recognized as identified with the other in another context? 


*So it cannot be considered that the object of meditation is Hiranya- 
garbha and the object of seeing is Purusa (which word means either 
the “All-pervasive Entity” or the “Entity residing in this city of the 
heart”). 
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Vedantin: The answer is this: As to that, the two terms, 
upreme (para) and Purusa are common to both the texts 
about seeing and meditation). And it cannot be said that the 
erm, “total mass of creatures (jivaghana)” alludes to the 
upreme all-pervading entity that is relevant and is meant for 
neditation, in which case alone this other all-pervading entity 
Purusa) that is to be seen can be “higher than that high one”. 

Opponent : Who is it then that is mentioned by the term, 
total mass of creatures’’? 

Vedantin: The answer is: A mass is a formation (like a 
ump of salt); a formation constituting an individual being is 
his “total mass of creatures”. By the term “total mass of 
Teatures” is meant a limited manifestation of the supreme 
elf in the likeness of an individual being (viz Hiranyagarbha) 
vhich is comparable to a lump of salt. And this is conjured up 
ry limiting adjuncts, and it is higher than the sense-objects and 
he senses. 

(About the meaning of “He sees the supreme Purusa, higher 
han the higher jivaghana”) someone else says: By the term 
ivaghana (lit. a mass of creatures) is meant here the world of 
3rahman that is higher than the other worlds and is indicated 
n the immediately preceding sentence, “By the Sama mantras 
ie is lifted to the world of Brahman” (ibid.). The world of 
3rahman can be a mass of creatures (by a transference of 
:pithet), because all the individual beings delimited by their 
enses become united in Hiranyagarbha, inhabiting the world of 
3rahman and identifying Himself with the totality of organs. 
Cherefore it is understood that the supreme Self that is trans- 
‘endental to that world and is the object of “seeing”, is also 
he object of “meditation”. The epithet “supreme all-pervading 
ntity” becomes appropriate on the acceptance of the supreme 
self alone, for the supreme Self alone can be the supreme all- 
yervading entity, beyond which there can be nothing else, as 
tated in another Upanisad, “There is nothing higher than Purusa 
‘the all-pervading entity). He is the culmination, He is the 
ighest goal” (Ka. I. iii. 11). When the Upanisad makes a dis- 
inction by saying, “This very Brahman, that is known as the 
nferior and the superior, is but this Om” (Pr. V. 2), and adds 
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just after this that the supreme Purusa is to be meditated on with 
the help of Om, it makes us understand that the supreme Purusa 
is none other than the supreme Brahman. The declaration of the 
result, viz freedom from sin as contained in, “As a snake becomes 
freed from its slough, exactly in a similar way he becomes 
freed from sin” (Pr. V. 5), indicates that the supreme Self is 
the object of meditation here. As for the objection that one 
who meditates on the supreme Self can have no spatially 
limited result, our answer is this: The result vouchsafed for 
one meditating on Brahman with the help of Om, as consti- 
tuted by three letters, is the attainment of the world of Brah- 
man, and the emergence subsequently of complete realization 
by stages. In this way this is meant for leading to emancipation 
by stages, so that there is nothing faulty. 


Topic 5: DaHara (THE SMALL SPACE) 


SET FAVA: WI 


age: The small space (in the heart) geateq: owing to subse- 
quent reasons. 


14. The small space (dabara aka$a) is Brabman, on account of 
the subsequent reasons. 


Doubt: In the Chandogya Upanisad it is stated, “Then in 
the small palace of the shape of a lotus that stands in this city 
of Brahman, there is a small space. That which is inside that?! 
is to be sought for, that is surely to be inquired into” etc. 
(VIII. i. 1). Now the doubt arises with regard to the small 
space, heard of in this sentence as existing within the small 
lotus of the heart, as to whether it is the material space (called 
subtle ether), or the individual Self identified with the intellect, 
or the supreme Self. 

Why should the doubt arise? 


“4 Tasmin, inside that, may mean in the heart, or in the individual 
soul, or in the material space; in all cases Brahman is the Entity inside. 
The opponent construes it thus. The Vedantin says that the small space 
Itself is Brahman. 
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Owing to the presence of the words dkdsa and city of 
Brahman. Since this word d@kafa is seen to be used in the 
senses of both material space and the supreme Self, there- 
fore the doubt arises as to whether the material space or the 
supreme Self should be the small space here. Again the doubt 
arises: Is some individual soul meant by the word Brahman, 
occurring in the phrase “city of Brahman”, and is this city 
called the city of Brahman owing to its being owned by that 
individual? Or is the city called so because it belongs to the 
supreme Brahman? That being the case, the doubt arises as to 
who among the two—the individual Self and the supreme Self 
—is the owner of the city and is (referred to as) the small 
space. 

Opponent : As to that, the conclusion to be arrived at 1s that 
the material space is meant here by the term small (space), for 
that is the conventional meaning; and that space is called small 
(dabara) in relation to the small place where it subsists. Again 
the relationship, as between the illustration and the thing illus- 
trated, that is established (here) between two portions of space 
by dividing it into the internal and the external in the text, 
“The space that is within this heart is of the same magnitude as 
the space outside” (Ch. VIII. i. 3), is possible for the material 
space alone. Within that space can be “included heaven, earth, 
and the rest” (ibid.); for the material space, in its characteristic 
of providing space, is but one. Or the conclusion may be that 
the individual soul is the small space, for the term used is the 
city of Brahman. This body that is the city of the individual 
soul is called the city of Brahman, because it is earned by the 
soul’s own work, the soul being called Brahman in a figurative 
sense. For the supreme Brahman can have neither identity with 
nor ownership of the body. Now the owner of a city, as for 
instance a king, is seen to inhabit a portion of the city. And 
the individual soul is limited by the mind and the mind is 
generally seated in the heart. Therefore this existence within 
the heart must be a fact in the case of the soul alone. The 
smallness too is appropriate for it, since it is compared (in the 
Upanisad) to the tip of a goading stick (Sv. V. 8). And the 
comparison with space etc. is possible when the intention 1s 
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to speak of it as identical with Brahman. Besides, the small 
space is not spoken of in the Upanisad as the thing to be sought 
for or to be known; for in the clause, “That which is inside 
that” (Ch. VIII. i. 1), the little space is presented as the abode 
of that (supreme Self) which is inside.!2 

Vedantin: Hence we offer this answer: The supreme Lord 
alone can be small Space here; and neither the material space 
nor the individual soul can be so. 

Why? 

“On account of the subsequent reasons’, because of the 
reasons occurring in the complementary portion of the passage. 
Thus with regard to the small space that is to be sought for, 
the objection is raised: “Should anyone ask him (i.e. the 
teacher), ‘What is it that exists here that has to be sought for 
and that has to be known>?’” (Ch. VIII. 1. 2). And then this 
text occurs by way of an answer: “He (1.e. the teacher) should 
say, “The Space that is within the heart has the same magni- 
tude as the space outside. Both heaven and earth are verily 
included within it’” etc. (Ch. VIII. i. 3). Lest the Space in 
the text should be understood to be small owing to the small- 
ness of the lotus (of the heart), the teacher repudiates that 
smallness through a comparison with the familiar material 
space, which fact leads us to understand that the teacher 
thereby denies the small Space to be the material space. Though 
the word space conventionally means the material space, still 
the suspicion about its (i.e. the small space) being the material 
space is ruled out, since the material space itself cannot be 
adopted as a standard of comparison for itself. 

Opponent : Did we not say that even the same space can be 
adopted as the standard of comparison and the thing compared 
by an assumption of internal and external difference? 

Vedantin: This cannot be so. To resort to a fanciful 
difference betrays a failure to discover any other way out. 
Besides, even for a man who would explain the relation between 
the thing compared and the standard of comparison by fancy- 


4% Or the meaning is: Since the object of being searched for, mentioned 
in “That which is inside” etc., is taken to imply the supreme Self, dabara 
cannot mean Brahman. 
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ing an imaginary difference between them, the internal space 
cannot have the vastness of the external space since the former 
is limited. 

Opponent : Is it not impossible even for the supreme Lord 
to have the magnitude of material space, since another Vedic 
text declares, “Greater than space” (S$.B. X. vi. 3.2)? 

Vedantin : That is no fault, for the sentence is meant to deny 
the smallness arising from the delimitation by the lotus (of the 
heart). It is not meant to affirm that much of magnitude only; 
for the sentence will lose its unity of purport if it should mean 
both (magnitude and negation of limitation). Again, a portion 
of space, fancied to be different and contained within the 
lotus, can never include heaven, earth, etc. within it. And the 
characteristics of being the Self and free from sin etc. that are 
mentioned in the text, “This is the Self free from sin, old age, 
death, sorrow, hunger, and thirst, and possessed of true desire 
and true resolve” (Ch. VIII. i. 5), are not possible for the 
material space. Although the word Self applies to the individual 
soul as well, yet this possibility for the soul is overruled by 
other reasons. The smallness created by the enveloping lotus 
cannot be denied in the case of the individual soul, for it is 
delimited by conditioning factors and it is compared to the tip 
of a goading stick (Sv. V. 8). 

Opponent: All-pervasiveness can be asserted as having been 
intended to be spoken of for the individual soul since the real 
intention is to speak of it later on as non-different from 
Brahman. 

Vedantin : Then it is reasonable to assert all-pervasiveness etc. 
as having been directly intended to be spoken of for that very 
Brahman in identity with which the all-pervasiveness etc. are 
sought to be declared about the individual soul. 

It was also argued that, since in the term “the city of 
Brahman”, the city is suggestively determined by the individual 
soul, this soul should be accepted as the master of the city, who, 
just like a king, inhabits a part of that city. To this we say 
that this body is spoken of as the city of Brahman just because 
it belongs to the supreme Brahman Itself, that being the primary 
meaning of the term Brahman. Brahman has a relation even 
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with this city, it being the place for Its realization as is men- 
tioned in such Upanisadic passages as, “From this total mass of 
creatures (that Hiranyagarbha is) he (the aspirant) sees the 
supreme Purusa that has entered into every body and is higher 
than the higher (Hiranyagarbha)” (Pr. V. 5), “He that is this 
Purusa exists within the hearts in all the bodies” (Br. II. v. 18). 
Or the idea may be that it is in the city of the individual soul 
itself that Brahman is perceived directly, just as Visnu is on a 
Salagrama (symbol). Again the text says, “Just as the results 
of work get exhausted here, so also the results of good works 
get exhausted in the other world” (Ch. VIII. 1. 6), which 
expresses the finitude of the results of work; and then it 1s 
said, “Again those who depart after knowing here the Self 
and these true desires (existing in It) get freedom of move- 
ment in all the worlds” (ibid.), which reveals the infinite result 
accruing from the knowledge of the small Space under dis- 
cussion. Thereby the text suggests that the small Space is 
Brahman. 

It was also stated that the small Space is not heard of in the 
passage as an object to be sought for or to be known, it having 
been presented as a receptacle of that (supreme Self) which is 
inside. In answer to this we say: If Space be not presented as 
an object to be sought for, then the revelation of the nature 
of Space in, “The Space that is within the heart is of the same 
magnitude as the space outside” (Ch. VIII. i. 3), becomes 
inappropriate. 

Opponent: Is not even this mentioned by way of revealing 
the existence of something inside? For the objection is first 
raised thus: “Should anyone ask him, ‘The small palace that 
there is of the shape of a small lotus within this city of Brahman 
and the small space that there is within that lotus, what can it 
be that exists there and that has to be sought for and known?’ ” 
(Ch. VIII. 1. 2). And then in the course of meeting the objec- 
tion, the illustration of space is first resorted to and then it is 
shown that heaven, earth, etc. exist within it. 

Vedantin : This is not so; for if that had been the case, the 
purport would have been that the heaven, earth, etc., which 
exist within, are to be sought for and known. But the comple- 
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mentary portion of the passage does not conform to this inter- 
pretation. For there the Space, that is the receptacle, serving 
as the repository of heaven, earth, etc., is alluded to in, “Within 
this are included all desirable things. This is the Self free 
from sin” etc. (Ch. VIII. i. 5); and then in the passage, “Those 
who depart without realizing here the Self and these true 
desires” etc. (Ch. VIII. i. 6), the concluding portion of the 
text shows, by using ca in the sense of “and”, that the things 
to be known are the Self, that is the repository of the desires, 
and the desirable things that are held therein (in the Self). 
Accordingly, it is understood that even in the beginning of the 
text, the small Space, seated in the lotus of the heart, is spoken 
of as the entity to be known together with the earth etc., as 
well as the true desires included within It. And in accordance 
with the reasons adduced, this must be the supreme Lord. 


afaasarrat aa fe ee feat anew 


wht—ssareary From the facts of going and the use of the word; 
vat fg likewise gq (it is) seen; fem indicating mark q as well 
(is present). 


15. From the facts of going and the use of the word (Brahma- 
loka), (it follows that the small Space is Brahman); likewise tt 
is seen in other Upanisads, and an indicatory mark is also present. 


It has been said that the small Space is the supreme Lord, on 
account of the subsequent reasons. Those very subsequent reasons 
are being elaborated now. The small Space is the supreme Lord 
for this further reason that in the text, complementary to the 
passage relating to the small Space, occurs this sentence, “These 
creatures, though going everyday to this Brahmaloka (the world 
that is Brahman), do not know It” (Ch. VIII. iii. 2), where the 
act of going and the term used furnish a proof of the supreme 
Lord alone. In that sentence, the small Space under considera- 
tion is referred to by the phrase Brahmaloka, and then it is 
related that the individual souls, mentioned by the term crea- 
tures, approach towards It; thereby it is shown that the small 
Space is Brahman. Similarly in other Upanisadic texts, we come 
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across the approach of creatures towards Brahman, as for 
instance in, “O amiable one, then (during sleep), the individual 
becomes merged in Existence (Brahman)” (Ch. VI. vii. 1). In 
common parlance also, it is said with regard to a man in deep 
sleep, “‘He has become Brahman, he has gone to the state of 
Brahman”. Similarly the term Brahmaloka, used there with 
reference to the small Space under consideration, rules out the 
assumptions about the individual soul and the material space, 
and makes us understand the term small Space in the sense of 
Brahman. 

Opponent : May not the term Brahmaloka mean the world of 
Brahma (Prajapati)? 

Vedantin: It may, if the compound Brahmaloka is explained 
as having been formed with an implied sixth case-ending (mean- 
ing the world of Brahman); but if it is explained in the sense 
of apposition, viz “the world that is Brahman”, then it will lead 
us to the supreme Brahman alone. And this very fact of repair- 
ing to Brahmaloka everyday is an indication that the (com- 
pound) word Brahmaloka is to be explained in the sense of 
apposition; for it cannot be imagined that the creatures go every- 
day to the world of Brahma otherwise called Satya-loka. 


qa afgetisenferrqaesd: 112eI 


q And q@: owing to holding in place; aeq afget: the glory 
squeq: being noticed afeny as pertaining to this One. 


16. And owing to the fact of holding (the worlds) in place, 
(the small Space must be God); for this glory is noticed (in 
other texts) as pertaining to Him. 


Also from the fact of holding (the worlds) in place, it fol- 
lows that the small Space is the supreme Lord. 

How? 

The start is made with, “within this is a small Space” (Ch. 
VIII. i. 1); and then after presenting the analogy of (material) 
space, everything is said to be included in that (small) Space. 
With regard to this very entity, again, the word Self is used 
and It is taught to be endowed with such characteristics as 
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freedom from sin and so on. And lastly that self-same Space, 
which still continues to be the subject-matter of the Upa- 
nisadic topic, is mentioned in, “Then, again, that which is the Self 
is a dam, a reservoir (an impounder) to prevent the worlds from 
getting mixed up” (Ch. VIII. iv. 1). In that passage, the word 
Vidbrti means an impounder (which holds in position), it being 
placed in apposition with the word Self (which is in the nomi- 
native case); for the suffix tic is used, according to grammar, in 
the nominative sense. As a dam is an impounder of an expanse of 
water, so that the valuable cultivable fields may not lose their 
demarcations, so this Self is a dam, a reservoir, to prevent these 
worlds, divided according to the different planes, viz the bodily 
plane etc., and the castes, colours, etc., from getting inter- 
mixed.!8 Thus it is shown that this small Space under considera- 
tion has the glory of holding (the worlds) in position. And this 
glory is known from another text to pertain to the supreme 
Lord alone: “Under the mighty rule of this Immutable, O 
Gargi, the sun and moon are held in their positions” etc. (Br. 
III. viii. 9). Similarly in other passages, that definitely speak of 
the supreme Lord, it is heard, “It is the Lord of all, It is the 
ruler of all beings, It is the dam that serves as the boundary to 
keep the different worlds apart” (Br. IV. iv. 22). Accordingly, 
on account of this fact of holding in place, this small Space must 
be the supreme Lord. 


afag at 126i 
17. And because of familiar use. 


For this additional reason, it is the supreme Lord that is 
spoken of by the text, “Within this is a small Space” (Ch. VIII. 
i. 1): The word space is well known to denote the supreme 
Lord, as is evident from such uses as, ‘““That which is known as 
Space is the manifester of name and form” (Ch. VIII. xiv), 


* Vidbrti in the Upanisad means an impounder or supporter. Dbrti 
in the aphorism, however, means holding together or supporting, the 
suffix here being ktin, imparting a cognate sense in the feminine gender 
to the root. Dam (setu) implies the idea of not allowing intermixture, 
while vidbrti implies keeping in position. 
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“All these beings surely originate from Space” (Ch. I. ix. 1). 
But the word space is never found in use in the sense of the 
individual soul. And although the material space is very often 
meant by that word, still it was pointed out by us that it cannot 
be accepted because of such reasons as the impossibility of the 
same thing becoming the illustration and the thing illustrated. 


SATU A xfa AAAS AAaTT si! 
gat—TeARitY Owing to the allusion to the other q; he (is 


meant), gf tq if such be the argument, q not so, qarqarT 
owing to impossibility. 


18. If it be argued that the other one (viz the individual soul) 
should be the small Space, since it is alluded to (at the end). 
then not so, for that is impossible. 


Opponent : If on the strength of the complementary portion, 
the small Space is understood to mean the supreme Lord, then 
the other, viz the individual soul also, is alluded to in the com- 
plementary portion in, “He said, ‘Now then, that is the Self 
which is this serene one (samprasdda) that raises itself up from 
this body, and realizing itself as the supreme Light, attains its 
own real nature.1* This is the Self” (Ch. VIII. i. 4). Since the 
word samprasida (complete serenity) is used in another Upa- 
nisadic passage in the sense of deep sleep, it can call to mind the 
soul in that state in the text under consideration, but not any- 
thing else. Similarly, it is possible for the individual soul alone, 
existing in the body, to rise up from the body. Just as air etc., 
existing in space, can emerge from space, similar is the case here. 
Moreover, though the word space is not familiarly used in the 
world in the sense of the supreme Lord, still in such texts as, 
“That which is called Space, is surely the manifester of name 
and form” (Ch. VIII. xiv), the word is accepted as standing 


“The Vedantic: explanation of this text is: The man of knowledge 
completely detaches himself from the assemblage of body and senses and 
realizes the detached Self as Brahman, which is his true nature. Thereby 
he attains that supreme Light, his knowledge and attainment being the 
same, 
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for the supreme Lord because of its association with the char- 
acteristics of God. In a similar way, it can be used for the 
individual soul as well. Accordingly, from the fact that the 
other (namely individual soul) is alluded to (at the end of the 
text), it follows that it is the individual soul that is referred to 
in the passage, “The small Space that there is within it” (Ch. 
VIII. i. 1). 

Vedantin : This cannot be so. 

Whyp 

“Because this is impossible”, for the individual soul, identify- 
ing itself with such limiting adjuncts as the intellect, cannot be 
compared with space; nor can such qualities as freedom from 
sin and so on be possible for something identifying itself with 
the limitations of conditioning factors. This was elaborated 
under the first aphorism (I. iii. 14). But the subject is mooted 
again for removing additional doubts. Another aphorism also 
will be advanced later: “And the allusion is meant for a different 


purpose”?5 (J. ii. 20). 


TASaa ay AeTSTET NEI 


(Space is the soul) gerurq owing to subsequent reference, 8q 
if this be the objection, arfery d-<req: that is the revealed real 
nature, ¥ rather. 


19. If it be argued that the small Space is the individual soul, 
because of the subsequent reference to it (in the same chapter), 
then we say: Rather it is spoken of there in its own revealed 
nature. 


Opponent: The assumption about the individual soul, that 
had arisen from the allusion to some one other than Brahman, 
has been dismissed on the ground of impossibility. Here again, 
“on the strength of the subsequent references”—on the strength 
of the utterance of Prajapati—that very assumption about the 
individual soul is being revived like the resuscitation of the dead 
by the sprinkling of nectar. In that very context (Ch. VIII) the 


4% viz to draw attention to Brahman to which the soul repairs in sleep. 
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assertion started with is that the Self possessed of the attributes 
of freedom from sin and so on, as stated in, “The Self that is 
free from sin” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), is to be sought for and known; 
and then by saying, “This Purusa that is seen in the eye is the 
Self” (Ch. VIII. vii. 4), the witnessing individual soul, seated in 
the eye, is pointed out as the Self. Then after alluding to that 
very individual soul again and again, by saying, “I shall explain 
this very one to you over again” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3-8), the individ- 
ual soul is explained under varying conditions (by Prajapati to 
Indra) in the texts, “The one that moves about in dream, adored 
(by objects conjured up by past tendencies), is the Self” (Ch. 
VIII. x. 1), and “At the time when one sleeps in such a way 
that one gets all one’s senses withdrawn and hence becomes 
wholly serene, and does not see dreams,!® then that is the 
Self”27 (Ch. VIII. xi. 1). For that individual soul are shown 
such attributes as freedom from sin and so on in, “This one is 
immortal, fearless, this one is Brahman” (ibid.). Again, after 
the perception of some defect (by Indra) in the state of sleep, 
as stated (by him) in, “Alas, this (sleeping) man does not 
certainly know himself now (in sleep) as ‘I am this’, nor does 
he know those beings! (But he attains annihilation, as it were. 
I do not find anything desirable here)” (ibid.), (in reply) 
Prajapati first says, “I shall explain this very one to you over 
again, and not anything other than this” (Ch. VIII. xi. 3); then 
he denounces all association with the body; and lastly he says, 
“This samprasada (wholly serene one) raises itself up from this 
body and realizing the supreme light, attains its own real nature. 
It is the highest Purusa” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3), where Prajapati 
shows that the individual soul itself, that has risen up from the 
body, is the highest Purusa. Therefore the attributes of the 
supreme Lord are possible in the individual being. Accordingly, 
the individual soul is spoken of in the text, “The small Space 
inside that’. 

Vedantin : Should anybody argue like this, then one should 


7*Reduces the universe to mere nescience. 

“ Prajna (individual soul) in a causal body and witnessing it through 
its own consciousness. It is the witness by virtue of imparting existence 
and sentience to others; but it is not free, since ignorance still persists. 
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tell him: (Even there) “the individual soul is rather spoken of 
in its own revealed nature”. The word “rather” is used for 
repudiating the opponent, the idea implied being that even on 
the strength of the subsequent text, the assumption of the indi- 
vidual soul is not possible here. 

Why? 

Because even there the individual soul is intended to be 
presented in its real revealed nature. ‘““The individual soul in its 
own revealed nature” means the soul of which the true nature 
has become manifest, the term “individual soul” being retained 
even after enlightenment, in continuation of the earlier (conven- 
tional) uses in the text. The sense conveyed is this: The Witness, 
suggested through the word “eye”, is first pointed out by the 
text, “He that is in the eye” (Ch, VIII. vu. 4). Then in the 
Brahmana, presenting the analogy of the water in a plate!® 
(Ch. VIII. viii), this very one is freed from the conception of 
identity with the body. And this very one is repeatedly alluded 
to for the purpose of explanation with the utterance, “I shall 
explain this very one to you” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3). Then after 
presenting the states of dream and deep sleep, it is said, “realiz- 
ing the supreme Light, attains its own real nature” (Ch. VIII. 
xii. 3), where this individual soul is explained in its true nature, 
which 1s Brahman, but not in its nature as an individual. The 
supreme Light that is mentioned in the Upanisad as the thing 
to be realized is the supreme Brahman. That Brahman has such 
characteristics as freedom from sin and so on; and that is the 
real nature of the individual being, as shown in such texts as, 
“That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii-xvi), but not so is the other 
nature (as that is) conjured up by limiting adjuncts. The indi- 
viduality of the individual persists so long as, like the elimina- 
tion of the false idea of a man superimposed on a stump of a 
tree, he does not eradicate ignorance expressing itself as the 


* Prajdpati said to Indra and Virocana, “You ask me about whatever 
you do not understand regarding your Self after looking at yourself in 
a plate full of water.” After this had been done, Indra argued, that a 
thing, casting a reflection, is itself subject to growth and decay, as was 
evident from the reflection itself presenting the changes in the body. 
Thus the body could not be the Self. Prajapati confirmed this. 


192 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA (L. iii. 19 


world of duality and does not know that Self as “I am Brahman” 
—the Self that has no change and is eternal and a witness by 
nature. But when the individual is roused from the assemblage 
of body, senses, mind, and intellect by the Upanisad which 
makes him understand, “You are not the assemblage of body, 
senses, and intellect, nor are you a transmigratory being. What 
are you then? That which is truth—the Self of the nature of 
pure Consciousness—that thou art”, then he realizes the Self 
that has no change and is eternal and a witness by nature, and 
then that very individual rises above its identity with the body 
and the rest to become the Self Itself—unchanging, eternal, and 
a witness by nature. This is declared in such Upanisadic texts 
as, “Anyone who knows that supreme Brahman becomes Brahman 
indeed” (Mu. III. ii. 9). And that is the soul’s supremely real 
nature by virtue of which it attains its essential stature after 
rising above the body. 

Opponent : How, again, can the attainment of its true nature 
by itself be possible for that entity which is unchanging and 
eternal? In the cases of gold and other things, whose distinct 
characteristics remain unmanifest owing to coverings over their 
real nature arising from contact with foreign matters, there may 
be such a thing as the attainment of their own nature by 
becoming purified by addition of salts. Similarly in the case 
of the stars whose light becomes dimmed in the daytime, there 
may be an attainment of their real nature at night when the 
dimming factor is removed. But in the case of the eternal Light 
that is Consciousness Itself, there can be no overpowering by 
anything, since just like space, It can have no contact with any- 
thing, and since this contradicts common experience. The indi- 
vidual soul’s nature comprises seeing, hearing, thinking, and 
knowing. And that is ever in evidence as a patent fact even for 
the soul that has not risen up from the body. For all beings 
live and behave in this world by seeing, hearing, thinking, and 
knowing; otherwise life comes to a standstill. If that nature be 
attainable only by the soul that has risen above the body, then 
the behaviour noticed earlier stands contradicted. Hence what 
does this rising up from the body mean, and in what does the 
attainment of the real nature consist? 
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Vedantin : In reply to this we say: Before the dawn of dis- 
criminating knowledge, the individual soul’s nature of Con- 
sciousness, expressing through seeing etc., remains mixed up as 
it were, with the body, senses, mind, intellect, sense-objects, and 
sorrow and happiness, Just as before the perception of distinc- 
tion, the transparent whiteness, constituting the real nature of 
a crystal, remains indistinguishable, as it were, from red, blue, 
and other conditioning factors; but after the perception of 
distinction through the valid means of knowledge, the crystal 
in its latter state is said to attain its true nature of whiteness and 
transparence, though it was exactly so even earlier; similarly 
in the case of the individual soul, remaining indistinguishably 
mixed up with such limiting adjuncts as the body etc., there 
springs up a discriminatory knowledge from the Upanisads 
constituting his rising from the body (consciousness); and the 
result of the discriminatory knowledge is the attainment of the 
real nature, its realization of its nature as the absolute Self. Thus 
unembodiedness or embodiedness for the Self follows respect- 
tively from the fact of discrimination or non-discrimination, as 
stated by the mantra, “Bodiless in the midst of bodies” (Ka. I. 
li. 22), and by the Smpti, “The supreme Self, O son of Kunti, 
neither acts, nor is affected though existing in the body” (Gita, 
XIII. 31), which mention the absence of any such distinction 
as embodiedness or unembodiedness. Therefore the individual 
soul continuing in the state of its unmanifested nature, owing to 
the absence of discriminatory knowledge, is said to have its 
real nature manifested when discriminatory knowledge dawns. 
For manifestation or non-manifestation of any other kind is not 
possible for what is one’s own nature, just because it is intrinsic 
with one. Thus the difference between the individual soul and 
the supreme Lord springs from ignorance alone, but not from 
the things themselves, for both are equally free from attach- 
ment etc. (as well as partless and so on) like space. 

Opponent : How again is this to be known thus? 

Vedantin: Because Prajapati first teaches, “The Being that is 
seen in the eye” (Ch. VIII. vii. 4), and then says, “This is 
immortal and fearless. This is Brahman” (ibid.). If the well- 
known seer in the eye, who is thought of as the Witness, were 


13 
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different from Brahman, characterized as immortal and fearless, 
then that seer would not have been put in apposition with the 
fearless and immortal Brahman. Nor is the reflection in the eye 
indicated here by the word eye, for that will lead to a prevarica- 
tion on the part of Prajapati. So also at the second stage, Prajapati 
told Indra, “This one that moves about in dream receiving the 
adoration (of women and others) is the Self” (Ch. VIII. x. 1). 
Here also none other than the Witness, the Being in the eye, 
pointed out at the first stage, is indicated; for the introduction 
is made with the words, “I shall explain this very one to you 
over again” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3). Moreover, a man after waking up 
speaks thus: “I saw an elephant in a dream today; I do not see 
it now’. What he repudiates here is what he saw, whereas he 
cognizes the identity of that very witness thus: “I myself who 
saw the dream now see the things of the waking state”. Simi- 
larly at the third stage, Indra says, ““This one does not certainly 
know himself now (in sleep) as ‘I am so and so’, nor does he 
know these beings” (Ch. VIII. xi. 2), where the absence of 
particularized cognition is shown in the state of sleep, but the 
Witness is not denied. As for the statement of Indra, “There it 
undergoes extinction, as it were” (Ch. VIII. xi. 1), that too is 
made with regard to the wiping out of particularized cognition, 
but not in the sense of the annihilation of the knower; for 
another Upanisad declares, “For the knower’s function of 
knowing can never be lost, because it is immortal. (But there 
is not that second thing separate from it which it can know)” 
(By. IV. iti. 30). Similarly at the fourth stage, Prajapati starts 
with, “I shall explain this very one to you over again, and 
nothing different from it” (Ch. VIII. xi. 3), and then he adds, 
“OQ Maghavan (ie. Indra), this body is surely mortal” etc. 
(VIII. xii. 1), by which elaborate statement is denied any rela- 
tionship with such conditioning factors as the body. And then 
by saying, “It .attains its own nature” (VIII. xii. 2), Prajapati 
reveals the individual being, called sameprasada (one wholly 
serene in sleep) in its identity with Brahman, and thereby he 
does not show the individual soul to be anything other than 
the supreme Brahman which is immortal and fearless by nature. 

Some, however, think that if the idea sought to be imparted 


I. iit. 19] BRAHMA - SOTRA - BHASYA 195 


be that of the supreme Self, then it is improper to drag in the 
individual soul in connection with the text, “I shall explain this 
very one to you over again” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3); so they consider 
the meaning of that sentence to be this: “I shall explain to you 
again, this very one, that is the Self, pointed out at the com- 
mencement of the topic (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), and that is possessed 
of the characteristic of freedom from sin and so on”. If their 
interpretation be accepted, the Upanisadic word “this”, which 
naturally relates to something proximate, becomes distantly 
related, and the phrase “over again” becomes meaningless, for 
what is stated at the earlier stage is no longer repeated at the 
later. Again, if Prajapati starts wih the promise, “I shall explain 
this very one to you”, and then explains a fresh entity (viz the 
soul in dream and sleep) at every stage, earlier than the fourth, 
then he will be open to the charge of prevarication. Therefore 
(the correct interpretation is this): After the unreal aspect of 
the individual being, conjured up by ignorance etc., tainted by 
many such defects as agentship, experiencership, love, hatred, 
etc., and subject to many evils, has been eliminated, the opposite 
aspect, viz the reality that is the supreme Lord, possessed of the 
characteristics of freedom from sin and so on, becomes revealed, 
just as the rope etc. are revealed after eliminating the snake etc. 
(superimposed on them through error). 

There are other doctrinaires, as also some of our Vedantins, 
who think that the creature aspect is real. This Sariraka text 
(i.e. this book, discussing the embodied soul) is begun as a 
protest against all of them who are opposed to the complete 
realization of the oneness of the Self. The theme of this 
Sariraka text is this: The supreme Lord is but one—unchanging, 
eternal, absolute Consciousness; but like the magician He appears 
diversely through Maya, otherwise known as Avidya (ignor- 
ance).!® Apart from this there is no other Consciousness as 
such. 


® Ratnaprabba makes no distinction between Maya and Avidy4a, though 
it is admitted that the juxtaposition of the two terms implies a difference 
between the two powers of Miaya—of covering and disturbing—which 
fact may give rise to different terminology. But others would maintain 
that Maya refers to cosmic nescience and Avidya to individual ignorance. 


196 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA (I. ii. 19 


As for the assumption of the individual soul in a text relating 
to the supreme Lord, and its subsequent repudiation by the 
aphorist under the aphorism, “Should not the other one be the 
small Space, since that is alluded to? No, for that is impossible” 
(I. ili. 18), etc., his intention there is this. When he affirms the 
difference between the supreme Self and the individual soul his 
idea is this: “Just as some surface and dirt are fancied on the 
sky, so the idea of the individual soul, opposed though it is 
to the supreme Self, is superimposed on the supreme Self which 
is by nature eternally pure, intelligent, free, everlasting, un- 
changing, one, and unattached; I shall remove that superimposi- 
tion later on, and demolish all theories of duality with the help 
of texts that have the support of logic, and then establish the 
unity of the Self”. But he will not establish the difference of 
the individual soul from the supreme Self, though he simply 
restates the popular notion of the difference of the individual 
that is fancied through ignorance; and he will show that when 
such a procedure is adopted, the injunctions about rites and 
duties, based on this reiteration of instinctive agentship and 
experiencership, do not become contradicted. But under the 
aphorism, “But the instruction follows from the point of view 
of the vision agreeing with the scriptures, as in the case of 
Vamadeva” (I. i. 30) etc., he shows that the conclusion to be 
arrived at about the purport of the scriptures is only the unity 
of the Self. It was also shown by us how the conflict with the 
injunctions about the rites and duties is to be resolved by a 
reference to the distinction between the enlightened and un- 
enlightened men.?° 


AAA TAT: Uol 


a And azq-ay: for a different purpose qzpaqef: (is the) 
reference. 


20. Moreover, the reference (to the individual soul in the 
complementary passage) is meant for a different purpose. 


Opponent: It was pointed out earlier that in the passage, 


® Rites etc. are meant for the unenlightened, still groping in ignorance. 
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“Now then that which is this samzprasdda (wholly serene one)” 
etc. (Ch. VIII. iii. 4), occurring in the complementary passage 
of the topic of the small Space, the individual soul is referred to. 
That reference will become meaningless if the small Space 1s 
explained to be the supreme Lord, for then there will be no 
meditation on the individual soul, nor will this be an instruction 
about some distinct attribute of the. small Space under discussion 
(which is different from the individual). 

Vedantin : Hence follows this answer: This reference to the 
individual soul has a different purport; it is not meant merely 
to determine the nature of the individual. 

What does it determine then? 

It determines merely the nature of the supreme Lord. 

How? 

The individual being, referred to by the term samprasada, 
plays the role of the supervising director of this cage, made up 
of the body and senses, during all the wakeful dealings; and 
then moving in the nerves, it experiences the dreams created by 
the impressions of that wakeful state. Then becoming tired and 
desirous of having some refuge, it rises above (i.e. gets detached 
from) its identity with both kinds of bodies (gross and subtle), 
approaches in the sleep state the supreme Light, that is the 
supreme Brahman referred to by the term Space, and getting 
rid of the particularized cognition attains its true nature. The 
supreme Light which it has to approach as also its own nature 
in which it becomes established, is the Self possessed of the 
attributes of freedom from sin and so on; and this Self is to be 
meditated on. Thus this reference to the individual soul for 
that purpose becomes logical even for those who stand by the 
supreme Lord.?} 


HPPTAA PATH 22 


aeqad: Owing to the mention of smallness in the Upanisad 
afa aq if such be the objection, qq THY that has been already 


answered. 


“Even if Prajapati refers to the individual for proving its Brahman- 
hood, there is no contradiction. Since the individual as such is not dealt 
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21. If it be argued that from the Upanisadic mention of small- 
ness, (the small space must be the individual being), then this 
has been repudiated earlier. 

And the objection was raised that the smallness of Space 
that is heard of in the passage, “The small Space that is within 
it”? (Ch. VIII. i. 1), cannot properly fit in with the supreme 
Lord, whereas it quite befits the individual soul that is compara- 
ble to the tip of a goading stick (Sv. V. 8). A refutation of 
that is called for. This objection was disposed of under the 
aphorism, “If it be objected that the supreme Self is not taught 
here because of the smallness of the abode and because of its 
being referred to as such (by the Upanisad), then we say, no; 
for this is done for the sake of contemplation as is seen in the 
case of space” (I. ii. 7), where it was shown that a limitation 
for the supreme Lord is possible from a relative standpoint (for 
the sake of meditation). The aphorist here suggests that the 
refutation made there is to be applied here as well. 

Moreover, this limitation is repudiated by the Upanisad itself 
by resorting to a comparison with the famliar space in the 
passage, “Ihe Space within this heart has the same magnitude 
as this (material) space” (Ch. VIII. 1. 3). 


Topic 6: ACTING IN ACCORDANCE 


TTSACAT FT URN 


aqad: Because of the fact of acting in accordance 4 qeq 
and the word “His”. 


22. Because of the fact of acting (i.e. shining) in accordance, 
and because of the use of the word “His”, (the Light mentioned 
in the Mundaka Upanisad must be Brabman). 


Doubt: The Upanisad reads thus: “There the sun does not 
shine, nor the moon or the stars; nor do these flashes of lightning 
shine there. How can this fire do so? Everything shines in 


with by Prajapati, one cannot conclude that the individual forms the 
subject-matter of discussion here. 
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accordance with His shining; by His light all this shines 
diversely” (Mu. II. ii. 10; Ka. II. ii. 15). Now the doubt arises 
with regard to this text as to whether the entity in whose wake 
all these shine and through whose light all this shines diversely, 
is some natural lustrous matter or the conscious Self. 

Opponent: When in such a predicament, the conclusion 1s 
that it is some lustrous matter. 

Whyr 

Because what is denied is the shining of lustrous entities like 
the sun etc., it being well known that the luminaries—moon, 
stars, etc.—do not shine in the daytime when the bright sun 
keeps shining. Similarly it can be understood that the luminous 
substance in whose presence all these moon, stars, and so on 
cease to shine together with the sun, must be by nature a 
luminary. And “shining in accordance with another” also fits 
in with the assumption of a natural luminary; for action in 
imitation is seen in the case of things of the same nature, as for 
instance, in the act of following someone going ahead. There- 
fore it must be some natural light. 

Vedantin: Under such circumstances we say: It must be the 
conscious (self-luminous) Self. 

Why? 

Because of “acting in accordance”, which phrase means 
imitation. This shining in imitation, as implied in, “He shining, 
all this shines”, fits in exactly if the conscious Self is accepted; 
for the conscious Self is mentioned in the Upanigsad as “luminous 
by nature and having true resolve” (Ch. III. xiv. 2). For it is 
not a matter of experience that the sun and other things shine 
in accordance with some other shining substance. The luminaries 
like the sun etc. are similar in nature, so that they do not have 
to depend on some other luminary, in accordance with which 
they have to shine. For a lamp does not shine in imitation of 
another lamp. As for the assertion that acting in imitation is 
seen in the case of things of the same nature, there is no such 
hard and fast rule; for action in imitation is seen in the case 
of dissimilar things as well. For instance, a red-hot ball of iron 
simulates fire and burns things in accordance with the fire’s doing 
so. Or take another illustration: The particles of earth blow 
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about as the wind does so. By saying, “Because of the fact of 
acting in accordance”, the aphorist suggests “shining in accord- 
ance with”. And by the words “and” “His”, the aphorist refers 
to the fourth line of this verse, “by His light all this shines 
diversely”, where also it is stated that the shining of the sun 
etc. is caused by the Lord, and thereby he points to the 
conscious Self. Besides, they (the followers of the Brhada- 
ranyaka Upanisad) read thus of the conscious Self: “Upon that 
immortal Light of lights the gods meditate (as longevity)” (IV. 
iv. 16). It is against experience and a contradiction in terms to 
say that the luminaries like the sun etc. shine variously with the 
help of another light, for one light dims out the other. Or it 
may be that it is not merely the diverse shining of the sun etc., 
enumerated in the text, that is caused by Him. 

What else is illuminated by Him? 

From the text “all this’ (Mu. II. 1. 10), used without any 
reservation, it follows that the manifestation, noticed in the 
cases. of all these names, forms, actions, and results, is caused 
by the existence of the light of Brahman, just as the revelation 
of all kinds of colour is caused by the existence of the light of 
the sun etc. And by the use of the word “there” in the verse, 
“There the sun does not shine” etc. (ibid.), it is shown that 
the subject-matter already under consideration is to be accepted. 
The subject-matter that is being dealt with in the verses, “On 
which are strung heaven and the earth and interspace” (Mu. II. 
ii. 5) etc. is Brahman. Subsequently also, it is said, “In the 
supremely bright sheath?? is Brahman, free from taints and 
without parts. It is pure,?* and It is the Light of lights. It is 
that which the knowers of Brahman realize” (Mu. II. ii. 9). 
To show how Brahman is the Light of lights occurs the verse, 
“There the sun does not shine” etc. (Mu. II. ii. 10). 

It was also argued by the opponent: Just as it can be held 
that no other light can shine in the presence of the sun, so also 
the denial of illumination by the luminaries like the sun etc. is 


= The blissful sheath which is higher and brighter than the other 
sheaths—bodily, vital, mental, and intellectual. 

%'Taintless—free from adventitious defects; pure—free from natural 
defects. 
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possible if there be some other entity which is itself a luminous 
principle. As to that, it was shown by us even earlier that He 
(the Lord) alone and nothing else can be that luminous prin- 
ciple.24 It is proper to deny that they can have any illumination 
even in respect of Brahman; for whatever is perceived is per- 
ceived through the light that is Brahman, but Brahman is not 
perceived through any other light, It being by nature self- 
effulgent.25 On a contrary supposition alone, the sun and the 
rest could illumine It. Brahman reveals all others, but Brahman 
is not revealed by them, as is shown in the Upanisadic texts, “It 
is through the light of the Self that one sits, (goes out, works, 
and returns)” (Br. IV. i. 6), “It is imperceptible, for It is never 
perceived” (By. III. 1x. 26), and so on. 


HT > TTT URI 


afd a Moreover, eqq@ (it is) mentioned in the Smrti. 
23. Moreover, (this aspect) is mentioned in the Smrtt. 


Moreover, in the Smrti this aspect is mentioned as belonging 


to the conscious Self, as in the Gita, ‘““That the sun illumines not, 
nor the moon, nor fire; that is my supreme abode, going whither 
they return not” (XV. 6), and “The light which residing in 
the sun illumines the whole world, that which is in the moon 
and in the fire—know that light to be mine” (XV. 12). 


*If there can be some light in whose presence the sun etc. can be 
dimmed, then the opponent can raise the question, “Is it that light or some 
other light that is mentioned here?” As a matter of fact, the Upanisad 
mentions only Brahman, so that the question of any other light cannot 
arise at all. 

* The opponent is misled by thinking that the word tatra in the text 
—‘Na tatra stiryo bbati—there the sun shines not’—means, “If He be 
there”, that is to say, “in His presence”; and so he argues, “If Brahman 
be there and nothing can shine in Brahman, then the sun etc. will never 
shine, for Brahman is eternally present”. The Vedantin says, “Tatra means, 
with regard to that as an object”. So the idea is, “Brahman is not an object 
that can be illumined”. The locative case in tatra is not sati-saptami, but 
visayasaptami. 
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Topic 7: THe MEASURED ONE 


eaiea Stadt: UR 


qeatq va From the very term sfaa: the measured One (is 
Brahman). 


24. From the term itself it follows that the measured One 1s 
the supreme Self. 


Doubt : It is mentioned in the Upanisad, “The Being (Purusa) 
of the size of a thumb, resides (in the heart) within the body” 
(Ka. II..i. 12), as also, “The Purusa, who is of the size of a 
thumb, is like a light without smoke. He is the ruler of the past 
and the future. He exists today and He will exist tomorrow. 
This is That” (Ka. II. i. 13). The doubt arises as to whether the 
Purusa of the dimensions of a thumb, that is mentioned there, 
is the individual soul identified with the intellect or the supreme 
Self. 

Opponent : Now then, the conclusion to be drawn from the 
teaching about the dimensions is that the soul identified with 
the intellect is spoken of. For the Upanisad cannot present the 
supreme Self, which is infinite in length and expanse, as having 
the size of a thumb. But from some point of view, it is possible 
for the soul, which is identified with the intellect, to be of the 
size of a thumb since it has its limiting adjuncts. This is borne 
out by Smrti also: “After that, Death dragged out forcibly 
from the body of Satyavan, the Purusa, of the size of a thumb, 
which was tied with a noose and was completely at his mercy” 
(Mbh. III. cexcvii. 17). The supreme Lord cannot certainly 
be dragged out forcibly by Death. Thereby it is established in 
that text that the transmigratory soul has the size of a thumb. 
And it is that very soul that is spoken of here. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say: The supreme Self 
alone can be the Purusa here of the size of a thumb. 

How so? 

From the text itself, viz “the ruler of the past and the future”, 
inasmuch as none other than the supreme Lord can be the 
absolute ruler of the past and the future. And “This is That” 
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(Ka. II. i. 3) refers back to the subject-matter inquired into 
(by Naciketas). It means: “The Brahman that is asked about 
is this indeed.” The entity enquired about in the text, “Tell 
(me) of that entity which you see as different from virtue, 
different from vice, different from cause and effect, and different 
from the past and future” (Ka. I. ii. 14), is Brahman. “From 
the term itself” (in the aphorism) means this: From the term ruler 
(i$4nma) used in the Upanisad, it is gathered that the supreme 
Lord is meant. This is the idea. | 

How, again, is the all-pervasive supreme Self taught as pos- 
sessed of size? 

With regard to this we say: 


qatera J ATSTerHTCaT URN 


q But aqerat from the point of view of gfa existence within 


the heart aqsa-afaarcand (the scripture) being concerned 
with human beings. 


25. But the size is spoken of from the point of view of extst- 
ence within the heart, the scripture being concerned with human 
beings. 


Just as the space within a section of a bamboo can be spoken 
of as being a cubit in length, so from the point of view of 
existence within the heart, it can be asserted that though the 
supreme Self is all-pervasive, It has the size of a thumb. For the 
supreme Self, which as a matter of course transcends all limita- 
tions, cannot really have the size of a thumb. And it was pointed 
out that because of the words “ruler” etc., none other than the 
supreme Self can be acceptable here. 

Opponent: Since the hearts have no definite size as they 
differ from creature to creature, the possession of a size like 
that of a thumb is not possible even from that point of view. 

Vedantin: Hence the answer is being given, “The scripture 
being concerned with human beings”. Though the scripture 
speaks impersonally, still it postulates the competence of human 
beings only, because human beings are able, desirous (of 
results), and not debarred, and because there are texts about 
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initiation with the sacred thread. This is elaborated under the 
topic of the characteristics of a competent person (Jai. Si VI. 
i. 25-28). Moreover, the human body has a definitely propor- 
tionate size; and human hearts have ever the definite size of the 
(respective) thumbs. Accordingly, the scripture being con- 
cerned with men, it is but logical that the supreme Self should 
have the size of a thumb from the standpoint of Its residence 
within the human heart. It was argued, that from the teaching 
of the size and on the authority of the Smrti, it is to be under- 
stood that the entity, that has the size of a thumb, is the trans- 
migrating soul. That is being repudiated. It is taught here that 
the very soul that transmigrates and has the size of a thumb is 
Brahman, just as it is done in the text, “That is the Self. That 
thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7). For the texts of the Upanisads 
assume two forms: sometimes they determine the nature of the 
supreme Self and sometimes they teach the identity of the soul, 
conditioned by the intellect, with the supreme Self. That being 
the fact, what is taught here is the identity of the soul, condi- 
tioned by the intellect, with the supreme Self, and not that 
anything has the size of the thumb. This fact will be clarified 
later on (by the Upanisad) in the verse: “Purusa, the indwelling 
Self of the size of a thumb, is ever seated in the hearts of men. 
With a masterly control of the senses, one should separate Him 
from one’s body like stalk from the Munya grass. Him one 
should know as self-effulgent and changeless” (Ka. II. iii. 17). 


Topic 8: Gops 


AGT AIA UREI 


agaf< afa (Beings) higher even than.these arquram: (according 
to) Badarayana arqarq for that is possible. 


26. Badarayana thinks that beings higher than these (men) 
(are also qualified for knowledge), for that is possible. 


It has been said that the Upanisadic text about the size of a 
thumb stands justified in relation to the heart, the scriptures 
being concerned with human beings. In connection with that it 
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is said: It is true that the scriptures sanction the competence of 
human beings (for religious deeds); but with regard to the 
knowledge of Brahman there is no hard and fast rule that the 
sanction in this field (also) is for the human beings alone. The 
teacher Badaradyana thinks that the scriptures sanction the com- 
petence even of those divine beings and others who exist above 
these men. 

Why? 

Because that is possible; for they too have the desire etc. 
that confer the competence. Among those factors, even the gods 
can have the hankering for liberation, caused by a reflection on 
the impermanence etc. of divine glory, included as it is within 
the range of created things. Similarly they can have the ability, 
since it can be gathered from the Vedic verses, corroborative 
passages, anecdotes, mythology, and common belief, that they 
have bodies. Moreover, they are not debarred anywhere. Nor 
can it be said that they are barred out by the scriptures about 
the investiture with the sacred thread; for investiture is meant 
for the study of the Vedas, and to them the Vedas get revealed 
spontaneously (owing to their study in previous births). Besides, 
the scriptures speak of their following the vow of brabmacharya?® 
for the mastery of knowledge as in, “Indra lived with Prajapati 
for one hundred and one years under the vow of brahmacarya” 
(Ch. VIII. xi. 3), “Bhrgu, well-known son of Varuna, went to 
his father Varuna with the prayer, “Teach me Brahman, O 
venerable sir’” (Tai. III. 1), and so on. Though the competence 
for rites is denied in, “There is no competence for the gods, 
since they have no gods (to sacrifice to)”, “The sis have no 
competence for the performance of rites, since they have no 
rsis (to perform to)” (Jai Si. VI. i. 6-7), still that non-compet- 
ence does not apply to knowledge (of Brahman). For when 
Indra and others are admitted to be qualified for knowledge, 
they do not have to do anything to another set of Indra and the 
rest, nor have Bhrgu and other zsis to do to another set of 
Bhrgu and others belonging to the same lineage. So who can 


**Living with a teacher for the study of the Vedas under a vow of 
continence. 
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deny the competence for knowledge even for the gods and 
others? And even in the case of the gods, the Upanisadic text 
about the soul of the size of a thumb is not improper when their 
own thumbs are kept in view. 


facta: eauiifa Aaraasfards aad Wl 


fazra: A contradiction #yfm in the matter of rites, eff Aq 
if such be the objection, 4 not so aaH-afaqa: aalatq since in 
the Vedas are seen the assumption of many bodies. 


27. If it be objected that this (corporeality of the gods) will 
give rise to a contradiction (in the matter of the gods being 
associated) in rites, then we reply: Not so, for in the Vedas are 
noticed the assumption of many bodies. 


Opponent: It may come to this: If by admitting bodies etc. 
for the gods, it is argued that they have competence for knowl- 
edge, then just because they are possessed of bodies, it has to 
be admitted that like the priests and others, Indra and others 
also take part in the rites by their physical proximity. In that 
case an incompatibility will crop up in the matter of rites; for 
Indra and others are not seen to form parts of the rites by their 
physical presence, nor is that possible, for Indra cannot be 
bodily present at many sacrifices at the same time. 

Vedantin: That incongruity does not arise. 

“Why? 

Because of the assumption of many bodies—because even for 
a single god there is the possibiliry of assuming many bodies 
simultaneously. 

How is this known? 

“Because this is noticed in the Vedas”. Starting with the 
(question of Sakalya), “How many gods are there?” (Br. III. 
ix. 1), the number of gods is determined (by YaAjfiavalkya) to 
be “three hundred and three, and three thousand and three”. 
And when the question is put, “Which are those?”, the Upa- 
nisad states, (through Yajnavalkya), “These are but the mani- 
festations of them; but there are only thirty-three gods” (Br. 
III. ix. 2), by which statement the Upanisad shows that each 
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god can have many forms simultaneously. Similarly the thirty- 
three are shown to be included in six; and so it goes on till 
to the question, “Which is the one God?” the answer is given, 
“The Vital Force (Hiranyagarbha)” (Br. III. ix. 9). By show- 
ing here the identity of all the gods with Hiranyagarbha, the 
Upanisad reveals that Hiranyagarbha Himself has multiple 
forms simultaneously. Similar is the Smrti text, “O best of the 
line of Bharata, the Yogin, after attaining the mystic power (of 
Yoga), should create many bodies for himself, and should move 
over the earth through them all. He should acquire (desirable) 
objects through some of them, and through some he should 
perform hard austerities. And again, he should withdraw them 
all like the (setting) sun withdrawing its rays”. This and other 
Smyrtis of a similar purport show how even the Yogins, who 
succeed in acquiring the mystic powers of becoming subtle etc. 
(at will), can have association with many bodies at the same 
time. Therefore it goes without saying that the gods, dowered 
with perfection from birth, will have these multiple bodies. And 
since it is possible to assume many bodies, each god can divide 
himself into multifarious bodies to be associated simultaneously 
with many sacrifices. And yet they cannot be seen by others 
because of their power of remaining invisible. Thus it all stands 
justified. 

Or the second part of the aphorism may be explained other- 
wise (to mean, “because various ways of taking part in a sacri- 
fice are in evidence”). Even for embodied beings it is seen that 
in the matter of injunction for becoming associated with rites 
etc., there are various ways of doing so. Sometimes no single 
embodied being is associated simultaneously with many rites; 
for instance, when feasts are offered by many, no single Brah- 
mana is fed simultaneously. But sometimes even a single 
embodied being becomes associated with many acts, as when a 
single Brahmana is greeted by many saluting him at the same 
time. Similarly, here also, since sacrifices consist in parting with 
one’s things in honour of somebody, many can offer their res- 
pective things in the name of a single embodied god. Thus 
nothing stands in the way of the gods, so far as rites are con- 
cerned, even though they have bodies. 
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Ree Slat WA: TAA URSI 


ae In relation to the Vedic words (the contradiction will 
arise) efa aq if such be the objection, q not so, aa: 
since from that it arises TAA-ATATATATA as is proved by direct 
revelation and inference. 


28. If it be objected that this contradicts the validity of Vedic 
words, then not so, for the universe arises from this, which fact 
is proved by direct revelation and inference. 


Opponent: Granted even that even if bodies are assumed for 
gods, no contradiction will arise in the matter of their associa- 
tion with rites, still a contradiction will arise as regards the 
authority of the Vedic words. 

How? 

It is on the basis of the inborn relationship between words 
and their meanings from the very beginning that the validity 
of the Vedas has been established by saying, “Because of inde- 
pendence of other means of proof” (Jai Su. I. i. 5). According 
to the present view, however, although a god, assumed to have 
a body, can enjoy the oblation at many sacrifices by virtue of 
his possession of mystic power, still owing to embodiedness, he 
will be subject to birth and death just like ourselves. And this 
will militate against the validity of the Vedic words, which is 
based on the perception of an eternal relation between eternally 
present words with their eternal meanings. 

Vedantin: This contradiction, too, does not exist. 

Why? 

“Since from this it arises”—because the universe, consisting of 
the gods and others, originates verily from the Vedic words. 

Opponent : Under the aphorism, “That from which this uni- 
verse has its birth etc.” (I. i. 2), has it not been ascertained that 
the universe originates from Brahman? How can it be said here 
that it originated from words? Moreover, even if it be conceded 
that it arose from the Vedic words, how can this obviate the 
contradiction as regards the (eternality of) words, since such 
objects denoted by words as the Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, 
ViSvedevas, Maruts, will be non-eternal, just because those 
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objects had an origin? And if the gods be impermanent, who 
can avoid the non-eternality of Vedic words “Vasus” etc. 
which signify those gods? For it is a well-known fact in the 
world that it is only after a son is born to Devadatta that the 
boy is given some such name as Yajfiadatta. Accordingly, this 
(embodiedness of the gods) is a real obstacle against the (vali- 
dity of) words. 

Vedantin: No, since the relationship between such generic 
words and their meanings, as for instance cowhood and cows, 
is seen to be eternal (i.e. beginningless). Not that the distin- 
guishing characteristics (i.e. genus) of the cows etc. are created 
afresh each time these cows etc. are born; for the individual 
forms of substances, qualities, and actions alone can have origin, 
but not so their distinguishing (general) characteristics (1.e. 
genus). And words are connected with the general characteris- 
tics and not with the individuals; for the individuals are infinite, 
and it is impossible to comprehend the relation of a word 
(with all of them). Thus, even though the individuals are born, 
the distinctive general characteristics (or features) remain con- 
stant, so that this creates no difficulty about the eternality of the 
words cow etc. Similarly it is to be understood that even though 
the birth and death of individual gods be admitted, still their 
distinctive general characteristics (or features) have no begin- 
ning. Accordingly, this does not militate in any way against 
(the eternality of) the words Vasus and so on. As for the dis- 
tinctive general characteristics of a particular deity, they are to 
be gathered from what is known from the embodiedness etc. 
mentioned in the zzantra and corroborative portions of the 
Vedas. And like the words commander etc. the words Indra 
etc. are used in relation to certain ranks etc. Accordingly, those 
who occupy the respective positions are called by the various 
names—Indra and so on. Thus there is nothing contradictory. 
And this origination from words is not spoken of in the sense 
of birth from a material cause, as it is done in the case of ori- 
gination from Brahman. 

In what sense then? 

When there is first a word without a beginning and bearing 
a meaning with which it has an eternal connection, then only: 


14 
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is there a possibility of an individual cropping up which can be 
fit to be referred to by that word. In that sense it is said to 
originate from a word. 

How, again, is it known that the universe originates from 
words? 

‘From direct revelation and inference.” By “direct revela- 
tion” is meant the Vedas, since they do not depend on any other 
means of knowledge for their validity. By “inference” is meant 
the Smrti, for it depends on other sources for its validity. Both 
of them show that creation was preceded by words, as is 
declared in the Veda: “Brahma created the gods by (thinking 
of) the word ete; He created men and others by the word 
asrgram; by the word indavab the manes; by the word tirabpa- 
vitram the planets; by the word dsavah the hymns; by the word 
visvani the Sastras; and by the word abbisaubhagab the other 
beings”?7 (R. V. IX. 62). Similarly elsewhere in “He (Prajapatt) 
brought about the union of speech (the Vedas) with the 
mind’2s (Br. I. u. 4), and other places where the Vedas speak 
of creation as preceded by words. The Smrti also speaks simi- 
larly: “In the beginning was projected by Prajapati, the eterna] 
speech in the form of the Vedas which have no beginning and 
end, which are divine (i.e. run through the traditional line 
alone), and from which proceed all activities.” And even this 
projection of speech is to be understood in the sense of starting 
of a cycle of transmission through a line of teachers and students; 
for no other kind of projection is possible for the Vedas which 
are without any beginning and end. Similar is the text: “In the 
beginning, He, the great Lord, created from the words of the 
Vedas alone, the names and forms of the creatures and promoted 


As Prajapati recollects the words in the beginning of creation, 
the meanings of the words call up to His mind the things thus: ete 
—these, a pronoun, indirectly reminds Him of the gods; asrk means blood, 
so asrgram stands for men, since they delight in the body in which blood 
predominates; indu—moon, points to the manes living in the lunar world; 
pavitra—Soma, tirabpavitra—the grabas (planets) that hide this Soma 
within themselves; RR hymns set to music are aSavab; the Sastras used 
after the hymns are visva; those who are blessed everywhere are recol- 
lected through saubbaga. 

® He reflected on creation as revealed in the Vedas. 
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religious activities” (Manu. I. 21); “In the beginning, He created 
from the Vedic words themselves, the names of all beings, and 
all actions separately, as also the separate modes of life”. Besides, 
it is a matter of experience to us all that when one has to accom- 
plish some desired thing, one remembers first the word denoting 
it and then accomplishes it. Similarly it is understood that in the 
case of Prajapati also, when He was intent on creation, the Vedic 
words flashed in His mind before creation and then He created 
the things according to these. In confirmation of this occur the 
Vedic texts, such as, “He uttered the syllable bbuwb, He created 
the earth” (Tai. Br. II. ii. 4.2), which show the creation of the 
worlds—the earth and the rest—from the words bbub and so 
on, coming to His mind. 

What particular nature of the words is meant when it 1s 
asserted that creation comes out of the words? 

They (the grammarians) say, it is the sphota.?® If it be held 
that creation proceeds from the letters (constituting the words), 
then since the letters have a beginning and an end, the view 
that the gods spring from the eternal words will have no legs 
to stand on. And the letters have a beginning and an end, since 
at every fresh utterance they appear differently. That is why 
even when a person is not in sight, it can be clearly determined 
from the sound of the reading itself, e.g. ‘This is Devadatta’s 
reading” or “This is Yajnadatta’s reading”. This apprehension of 
the difference in respect of the letters is not false inasmuch as 
no other apprehension emerges to contradict this. Nor is it 
reasonable to hold that the meaning is gathered from the letters; 
for the letters cannot convey the meaning individually, since 
this is not universally true.8° Nor can there be a comprehension 
of a totality of letters, for the letters occur in sequence.®! It 
may be argued that the last letter, in association with the 


® The impression created in the mind on hearing a sound (e.g. cow) 
expressive of meaning and itself expressed by the letters constituting the 
sound (e.g. cow). 

"For it is not a fact that the utterance of a single letter conveys the 
meaning; and if a single letter suffices, the others will be useless. 

"Fach letter, as it is uttered, lasts for one moment, and hence the 
letters cannot form a totality. 
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impressions of the letters uttered earlier in succession, will 
convey the meaning. But that cannot be, for just as it is seen 
in the case of smoke (that it can make the fire known when it 
is itself known), so a word can convey its meaning only when 
it is itself known in association with the impressions (as having 
a connection with its meaning like smoke with fire). But it is 
not possible to apprehend the successive letters in association 
with the impressions of earlier letters, since impressions are not 
perceived directly (by sense-organs). If it be argued that the 
last letter, in association with the impressions made known 
through the effect (viz the comprehension of meaning or 
memory) resulting from the impressions, will convey the mean- 
ing, that also cannot be.?? For even memory, produced by the 
impressions, proceeds in a sequence.?3 Accordingly, a word is of 
the nature of a sphota. The apprehension of the letters indi- 
vidually sows the seed in the mind in the form of impression, 
which attains full maturity on the apprehension of the last 
letter, and then becoming the object of a single apprehension, 
it flashes in the mind without further effort.3+ This singleness of 
apprehension, again, is not a form of memory (of a collection 
of letters), for the letters being many, they cannot form the 
content of a single perception. And this sphota has no beginning, 
since its identity is recognizable at every utterance (of the 
word). The idea of difference springs from the difference of 
the letters. Therefore the universe of actions, agents, and results, 


This will be arguing. in a circle, the impressions being known from 
the comprehension of meaning and the comprehension of meaning being 
dependent on the apprehension of impressions. The memory of the 
meaning of a word can occur after the knowledge of the word. So the 
knowledge of a word, defined as the knowledge of the last letter in 
association with the impressions of earlier letters, cannot produce the 
knowledge of the word. 

The impressions, inferred from the _ recollections occurring in 
sequence, will have a sequence, and will thus fail to form a single 
entity. 

* Just as the secret of gems flashes in a mind trained through repeated 
observations. The sphota emerges in the form of the apprehension, “This 
is a single word”, without further cogitation in a mind that has been 
prepared thus. 
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standing for the meaning of word, emerges from the eternal 
word, conceived of as a sphota, which indicates it. 

Vedantin: But the venerable Upavarsa is of opinion that the 
letters themselves constitute the words. As for the objection 
raised earlier that the letters have a beginning and an end, the 
reply is that it is not so, for they are recognized as “Those are 
the same as these”. If it be argued that the recognition is caused 
by similarity, as in the case of hair etc., the answer is that it 
cannot be so, since the recognition cannot be repudiated by any 
other: means of knowledge. If it be said that the recognition 
arises from (the unity of) species, the answer is ‘that it cannot 
be so, since the individual letters are recognized to be the same. 
The recognition would have been caused by the species if the 
letters were cognized as separate entities like the individual cows 
at the time of each fresh utterance. But this is not so, for it is 
the letters themselves that are cognized to be the same at each 
fresh utterance, the recognition taking the form, “The word 
cow is uttered twice”, but not, “There are two words ‘cow’ ”. 
It may be argued that it was pointed out earlier that owing to 
differences in pronunciation, letters also appear differently, as is 
obvious from a distinction that can be made between the read- 
ings of Devadatta and Yajnadatta from a mere hearing of the 
sound of reading. The answer will be this: Granted that there 
is a definite recognition of the identity (of the letters), the 
peculiarity about the (distinction of) letters that is perceived 
can be explained as arising not from their intrinsic difference 
(at every fresh utterance), but from the difference in the instru- 
ments of their expression. For letters are expressed by the asso- 
ciation and dissociation of air, proceeding upward and striking 
against such parts of the mouth as the palate etc. Besides, to 
make recognition possible, species for the (individual) letters 
will have to be posited even by one who holds the view that 
individual letters differ (at different) utterances. With regard 
to these species, again, one will have to admit differences created 
by conditioning factors. That being so, it is better to say®® in 


* Better than to say that (1) each letter is infinite in number, (2) on 
those infinite letters the species inheres individually, (3) in them adven- 
utious differences are created by pitches—high, low, medium, etc. 
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conformity with the law of parsimony (or brevity of imagina- 
tion) that the ideas of difference arise with regard to the individ- 
ual utterances of the letters owing to the presence of condi- 
tioning factors, and the recognition (of identity) arises from 
their intrinsic nature. This very fact of the recognition of 
identity is a bar against any idea of diffcrence in relation to each 
utterance of any letter. When a letter, for instance “g”, is the 
same, how can it possibly become divergent at that very same 
time to different people uttering it simultaneously as high- 
pitched, low-pitched, medium-pitched, or nasal, non-nasal, and 
so on? 

Or the true position is this: This cognition of difference is 
created by the sound and not the letter itself; and hence there 
is no fault. 

Opponent: What is this sound? 

Vedantin: This sound is that which reaches the ear of a 
distant hearer without apprising him of any distinction of letters, 
but invests the letters with such differences as high or low 
pitch etc. in his ears as he approaches nearer. The difference 
in loudness etc. is a creation of this sound and not of the let- 
ters as such; for the identity of each letter is recognized at every 
fresh utterance.°* From this point of view, the highness etc. of 
pitch gets a basis; otherwise, from the fact that each letter, when 
uttered, seers to be different, though it is recognized as the 
same, one would have to fancy that the difference is created by 
the air coming in contact with or getting disconnected from the 
vocal apparatus. But since these conjunction and disjunction 
are not perceived by the ear, the distinction created by them 
will fail to be associated with the letters, and hence this cogni- 
tion of pitches—high, low, etc.—will be baseless. Moreover, the 
view does not deserve consideration that though the letters are 
recognized to be the same, still they differ in accordance with 
the differences in pitch; for anything continuing to be the 
same does not differ simply because of the difference in some- 
thing else, for instance a species is not considered to be different 


* But the sound of the letters differs. Accordingly, letters and sound are 
different. Thus nobody thinks of the unuttered letters as intonated or of 
the music in a vind as letters. 
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owing to the difference in the individuals (of the species). 
Besides, inasmuch as the comprehension of meaning can follow 
from the letters, it is useless to assume a sphota. 

Opponent : I do not assume, but I directly perceive the sphota, 
for it flashes suddenly in the intellect imbued with the impres- 
sions of letters occurring successively. 

Vedantin: No, for that comprehension also relates to letters. 
The single concept “cow”, arising after the comprchension of 
letters individually, emerges on the basis of the letters as a whole 
and not any other thing (called sphota). 

How can this be known? 

Even in this comprehension, the letters “‘c” etc. (of cow) are 
in evidence, but not the letters “d” etc. For if a sphota, which is 
different from the letters “c” etc., had formed the content of 
that comprehension, then the sphota would have ruled out “c” 
etc. just as it does “d” etc. But facts are otherwise. Accordingly, 
this idea of identity is based on the memory of letters alone. 

Opponent: Did we not say that the letters being many, they 
cannot form the basis of a single concept? 

Vedantin: To that we say: Even many things can be the 
basis of a single concept as is seen in the cases of a line, a forest, 
an army, ten, hundred, thousand, etc. As for the idea that “cow” 
is a single word, that is only a secondary idea of unity applied 
to the letters “cow” because of their being related to the same 
object “cow”’, as is the case with the ideas of forest, army, etc. 

Here the opponent says: If the letters alone, as a group, form 
the basis of a single concept and become a word, then in such 
instances as fara (paramour)—raja (king), kapi (monkey)— 
pika (cuckoo), the words should not be comprehended dis- 
tinctly, since the very same letters appear in different places in a 
different order. 

Vedantin : To this we say: Although all the letters in a word 
are cognized, still like the ants entering into the idea of a line in 
a definite order, the letters enter into the notion of a word in 
their definite sequence. That being the case, there is nothing 
illogical in understanding a particular word arising from a 
particular arrangement, even though the letters may be the 
same. At the time of apprehending the meaning of words from 
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the use of them by older people, these letters, as uttered in a 
certain sequence, were understood (by a child) to be related to 
certain meanings; so at the time of his own dealings with 
them (by the child), the letters apprehended individually, appear 
in that very sequence in the intellect which groups them 
together, and thus they invariably convey those particular 
senses. In this way, those who hold by the letters have the law 
of parsimony in their favour, whereas those holding the theory 
of sphota have to face the difficulties of rejecting an obvious 
thing and accepting something fanciful.8? Besides that theory 
assumes too many things, inasmuch as these letters, apprehended 
in succession, reveal a sphota, and then that sphofa reveals the 
meaning. Or even if it be the case that the letters are quite new 
at every fresh utterance, still to explain the recognition of 
identity, species of letters has to be admitted perforce. And thus 
the process of expression of meaning, that has been shown in 
the case of letters, has to be transferred to the species (by them). 

Thus (since the letters are permanent and convey meanings, 
therefore) it involves no contradiction to say that the gods as 
individuals emerge from the eternal words. 


Ta Ve A PEAT Rel 


@ And a@ vq from this very fact faeqeqy (follows) eternality. 


29. And from this very fact follows the eternality (of the 
Vedas). 


The beginninglessness of the Vedas stands established (in the 
Piirva-Mimarnsa) from the fact that no independent author of 
the Vedas is remembered (i.e. known). That having been taken 
for granted, the admission of the origin of individual deities 
from the Vedic words, raised a doubt about the non-eternality of 
the words themselves. This was refuted by saying, “For the 
universe arises from this” (I. ili. 28). Now this fact of eternality 
of the Vedas, that stands unaffected, is being confirmed by 


* The obvious fact that letters express an idea, and the fanciful fact 
that there is such a thing as sphota. 
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saying, “And from this very fact follows eternality.” “From 
this very fact”—from the fact that the universe of gods and 
others, having a definite form, emerges from the Vedic words— 
it is to be understood that the Vedic words also are eternal. So 
also the mantra text, “The sacrifices, having acquired the fitness 
to receive the Veda as a result of the earlier performance of 
good deeds, received it as it had already existed among the 
rsis” (R. V. X. Ixxi. 3), shows the acquisition of the Veda that 
had already existed. Veda-Vydsa also writes in his Smyti thus: 
“In days of yore, the great ysis received through austerities, with 
the permission of the self-born One, the Veda, together with 
the anecdotes, that had remained withdrawn during dissolution”. 


TAMAS SAITAMA Aaa SAAT AAA FOI 


q And qaTa-aTa-Sreary owing to the similarity of names and 
forms afq even ara ait in the revolution of world cycles, afazra: 
there is no contradiction aera as is known from the Vedas 


= and wad: from the Smrti. 


30. And there is no contradiction, since similar names and 
forms are repeated even in the revolution of the world cycles, 
as is known from the Vedas and the Smrrti. 


Opponent : Now it may be granted that, if the individual gods 
originate continuously like individual animals and others, and 
they disappear in the same way, then there will be no dis- 
continuity in the continuance of behaviour based on words, 
meanings of words, and pronouncers of words; and thus owing 
to a continuity of relationship, the defect of Vedic words 
becoming non-eternal can be avoided. But how can this diffi- 
culty be avoided in the face of the statements in the Vedas and 
the Smrtis that the whole creation, consisting of the’ three 
worlds, loses its names and forms and gets dissolved without a 
trace, and it emerges again as a fresh entity? 

Vedantin: As to that this is the answer: (There is no con- 
tradiction with the beginninglessness of the Vedas), because of 
the similarity of names and forms. (If final dissolution and crea- 
tion thereafter be believed in) even then the beginninglessness 
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of creation has to be admitted. The teacher (Vyasa) will 
establish this beginninglessness in the aphorism, “Moreover, this 
is logical and so it is met with” (II. i. 36). Just as it is the case 
that although we hear of merging and emerging in sleep and 
waking, still it involves no contradiction, because the behaviour 
in the succeeding waking state follows the pattern in the earlier 
one in the case of the beginningless worldly state, so also it is 
to be understood that the creation and dissolution in a subse- 
quent cycle raise no difficulry. And merger and emergence of 
consciousness in sleep and waking states are heard of in the 
Upanisadic texts, “When a sleeping man sees no dream, then he 
becomes unified in this Prana (i.e. Self) Itself. Then the organ 
of speech, together with all the names, merges in Prana; the 
organ of sight, with all the forms, gets unified in Praya; the 
organ of hearing, with all the sounds, gets united in Pra@za; the 
mind, with all the thoughts, merges in Praza. And when the 
soul wakes up, then just as sparks dart to all the quarters from 
a blazing fire, similarly from the Self all the organs proceed to 
their various seats; from the organs emerge the gods, and from 
the gods the sense-objects” (Kau. III. 3). 

Opponent: It may be conceded that in sleep there is no 
contradiction, since the empirical behaviour of other individ- 
uals continues unbroken and since the man who wakes up 
from sleep can recollect his behaviour in the past. But since 
all behaviour is eradicated in final dissolution, and since the 
behavour in a previous cycle of creation cannot be called up 
to memory like the behaviour in a past life, the analogy is 
inapt. 

Vedantin: That defect does not arise; for although the final 
dissolution intervenes to obliterate all empirical behaviour, still 
by the grace of God, it is reasonably possible for divine beings 
like Hiranyagarbha to recollect the behaviour in an earlier cycle. 
From the fact that ordinary creatures are not seen to recollect 
their past lives, it does not follow that the fact must be the 
same in the case of divine beings as well. It is noticed that 
although as living creatures all are the same, counting from 
men to a clump of grass, still the obstruction to the manifesta- 
tion of knowledge, glory, etc. increases successively all through 
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the series at each stage; similarly when it is mentioned more 
than once in the Vedas and Smrtis that knowledge, glory, etc. 
become increasingly more manifest at each successive stage 
counting from men themselves up to Hiranyagarbha, it cannot 
be brushed aside as non-existent. From this it logically follows, 
on the analogy of a man risen up from sleep, that the recollec- 
tion of the behaviour in a past cycle is possible for beings like 
Hiranyagarbha, who had undertaken meditation and work in a 
superexcellent way in a past cycle, who have emerged at the 
beginning of the present cycle (as a result of past achievement), 
and who have been vouchsafed the grace of God. In support 
of this here is a Vedic text: “Hankering after liberation, I take 
refuge in that self-effulgent Being, revealing Himself in my 
intellect that is transformed in the likeness of that Being Him- 
self, who created Hiranyagarbha in the beginning and trans- 
mitted the Vedas to Him” (Sv. VI. 18). And Saunaka and others 
mention that the rsis, Madhucchandas and others, were the seers 
of the mantras of the Rg-Veda. And in the same way (it Js 
mentioned by) Bodhayana and others, with regard to the 
(Kandas) parts of the other Vedas, that they also were seen by 
rsis. Moreover, the Vedas also show that the rites are to be 
performed with mantras after knowing their seers. For instance, 
after starting with, “Anyone who conducts a sacrifice or teaches 
with a mantra, of which he does not know the seer, the metre, 
the deity, and the application, enters into motionless things or 
falls into hell”, it is said, “Therefore one should know these in 
every mantra”, Furthermore, virtuous deeds are enjoined for 
the acquisition of happiness by creatures, and vicious deeds are 
prohibited for the avoidance of sorrow. And likes and dislikes 
occur in respect of happiness and sorrow that are known 
directly or from the scriptures, but not in respect of others. 
Accordingly, it follows that when successive creations take 
place as the result of virtue and vice, they are brought into 
existence exactly like the previous creation. Bearing on this is 
a Smrti text:38 “Among them, the creatures that had adopted 
certain courses of action in a previous creation, adopt those 


% Visnu-Purana, 1. v. 59-61; Mbh. §4., 231.48-49. 
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very courses when created again and again, they being under 
the influence of those works, be they injurious or non-injurious, 
soft or cruel, associated with virtue or vice, and true or false. 
Accordingly, each has a liking for his respective work.” When 
this universe gets dissolved, it dissolves by keeping its latent 
power intact, and the next creation emerges from that latent 
power. For otherwise it will all be a matter of chance (i.e. 
result occurring without cause). Now we cannot imagine 
diverse powers of different kinds.?® That being the case, it is to 
be understood that just as the relation between the senses and 
the sense-objects is fixed, so also is fixed in this beginningless 
universe, the arrangement of the succession of masses of crea- 
tures like gods, men, and animals, and the arrangement of castes, 
stages of life, virtue and vice, and their results, which originate 
after intervening breaks. For like the impossibility of fancying 
objects for the sixth organ, it is not possible to fancy that the 
pattern of behaviour, as manifested, for instance, in the relation 
between the senses and the sense-objects, can be different in 
every fresh creation.*® Therefore from the facts that the pattern 
of behaviour is the same in every cycle of creation and that the 
mighty divine beings can recollect the lives in the earlier cycles 
of creation, it follows that the particulars in each creation 
emerge with the same (characteristics of) names and forms. No 
contradiction with the validity of the Vedas arises from holding 
that the universe has the same kind of names and forms in its 
cycles (of final dissolution and fresh creation). The similarity 
of names and forms is shown by Vedic texts and Smrtis: “The 
ordainer created the sun and moon, as also heaven, which is an 
abode of happiness, the earth, and interspace, just as before” 
(R. V. X. cxc. 3), which means that the supreme Lord created 


* Nescience being the only power admissible. 

“The mind is the sixth organ (Gita, XV. 7). It has no distinct object 
of its own, for happiness etc. are cognized by the Witness. So “fancying 
objects for the sixth organ” means thinking of a nonentity. Or the 
meaning is that there is no sixth organ in addition to the eye etc., and 
so there can be no question of the existence of its objects. As for the 
other sense-organs and sense-objects, there is a fixity of relation; for 
instance colour cannot be perceived by the ear, in any cycle of creation. 
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the universe of sun, moon, etc. like what it was in the pre- 
vious cycle. “Fire desired, ‘I shall become a bestower of food 
to the gods.’ In honour of the (gods of the stars in the) 
Krttika constellation, he*! performed in fire a sacrifice, in which 
was offered the cakes cooked in eight plates” (Tai. Br. III. i. 
4.1), where the text shows that the sacrificer who offered the 
oblation in fire in the course of performing the sacrifice in 
honour of the stars, and the fire into which the offering was 
made, had the same name and form. Other texts of a similar 
purport are to be quoted here. There are Smrti texts: “To the 
seers, born after the end of dissolution, the unborn One imparts 
those very names and those very visions of the Vedic texts as 
they had before. As the signs of various kinds of the different 
seasons are seen to revolve in order, in that very way all the 
things emerge at the beginning of a yuga (cycle), and whatever 
forms, peculiar to each, the beings had in the past, those exactly 
conform to these of the present beings—the gods being similar 
to the gods of the past in forms and names” (Mbh. S4@., 231.58, 
210.17). Such other texts are also to be referred to. 


qeafesqaraaienfaert stfafa: 1329 


Owing to impossibility (of competence) Te-aTfay 


in the Madhu-vidya etc., a@fafa: Jaimini (asserts) TASTY 


incompetence. 


31. Jaimini asserts (that the gods and others have) no com- 
petence (for knowledge of Brahman), owing to the impossibility 
of their competence for Madhu-vidya etc. 


The assertion made here that even the gods have competence 
for the knowledge of Brahman is being challenged. The teacher 
Jaimini holds that the gods are disqualified. 

Why? 

Because of the impossibility of their being qualified for the 
Madhu-vidya (meditation on honey, i.e. the successive quin- 


“The sacrificer performing the sacrifice with the idea, “I shall become 
fire, the eater of food”, becomes the god Fire in the next cycle, and 
hence he is called Fire even when he is a sacrificer. 
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tessences of things), etc. If their competence for the knowledge 
of Brahman be admissible, it should be so with regard to Madbu- 
Vidya etc. as well, for they too are equally forms of vidya 
(knowledge). But this is not possible. 

How? 

According to the text, “This sun is madbu (honey) to the 
gods” (Ch. III. i. 1), human beings should meditate on the sun 
by superimposing the idea of honey on it. If the gods and others 
be accepted as (competent) adorers, then which other sun will 
the (god) Sun adore? Then again, after introducing the five 
kinds of nectar, red and the rest, that exist in the sun, it is said 
that the five groups of gods—Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts, 
and Sadhyas—subsist on these nectars seriatim. After this in- 
struction, it is shown in the text starting with, “He who medi- 
tates on this nectar thus, becomes one with the Vasus themselves 
and gets satisfied by seeing this nectar, with Fire in his leading” 
(Ch. IIL, vi. 3), that those who know the honey on which the 
Vasus and others subsist attain the glory belonging to Vasus 
and others. But whom else can the Vasus and others know as 
the enjoyers of the nectar? And what other glory, belonging 
to the Vasus and others, will they desire to get? So also in 
other places, as for instance in, “Fire is a quarter, Air is a 
quarter, the Sun is a quarter, the Directions are a quarter” (Ch. 
Ill. xviii. 2), “Air is indeed the place of merger” (Ch. IV. iii. 1), 
“The sun is Brahman—this is the instruction” (Ch. III. xix. 1), 
where meditations on the deities themselves are enjoined, and 
where those very gods cannot be qualified for undertaking 
those very meditations. So also in such texts as, “These two 
(ears) are Gotama and Bharadvaja: This one is Gotama, and 
this one Bharadvaja” (Br. II. ii. 4), where meditations about the 
seers are enjoined, and where those very seers cannot be 
qualified for those very meditations. 

For what more reason are the gods disqualified? 


salfafe ware 32 


q And wratq owing to the occurrence (of words) spfafa 
in respect of a sphere of light. 
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32. Because of the occurrence of the words in respect of a 
sphere of light. 


To this sphere of light exisiting in the sky, that illumines the 
world by rotating throughout day and night, are applied such 
words as the sun etc. which are indicative of gods; because in 
this sense of a mere sphere they are familiar in the world and 
are recognized as such in the complementary portion of the 
text.42 Not that we can understand any connection of this 
sphere of light with any human form, comprising the heart etc., 
or with sentience, desire etc.; for it is known to be insentient 
like the earth etc. Hereby are explained away fire and the rest 
(which are equally insentient). 

Objection: No such fault arises, since the gods are known to 
have forms etc. from the mantras, corroborative statements, 
anecdotes, mythologies, and common experience. 

Jaimini: No, for there is no such independent means of valid 
knowledge called common experience. Any object that is known 
through the well-known means of knowledge, such as percep- 
tion, may be said to be known from common experience when 
these means are not applied with careful scrutiny. But with 
regard to the matter under discussion, none of the valid means 
of proof—perception and the rest—can be cited. As for anecdote 
and mythology, they too originate from human beings, and 
hence must be dependent on some other valid means for their 
authenticity. Vedic corroborative statements are also subservient 
to some injunctions, and hence they cannot prove the embo- 
diedness etc. of the gods on the strength of any independent 
meaning. The mantras also, that are applied to rites according 
to the (six) tests of Sruti etc. (direct assertion, indicatory mark, 
syntactical connection, context, position, designation), denote 
things intrinsically connected with ritual application; and 
accordingly it is said that they are not the valid means of 
knowledge of any object. Hence the gods have no comp- 
etence. 


“For instance, “As long as the sun will rise in the east and set in the 
west’, occurring at the end of Madbu-vidyi. 
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q But qreway: Badardyana (upholds) arqy existence (of 
competence) fg for afeq exists. 


33. But Badarayana upholds the existence of competence (for 
the gods); for (the requisite for competence) exists (in them). 


Vedamtin: The word “but” rules out the opposite point of 
view. But the teacher Badarayana thinks that competence does 
exist even for the gods and others. Although the gods and others 
cannot have any competence for Madbu-vidya etc., where the 
gods, as also the others, get intermingled, still they have the 
possibility of competence for pure knowledge of Brahman, since 
this competence is dependent on desire, ability, non-prohibi- 
tion, etc. Not that competence can be ruled out even where it 
is possible, just because it is impossible somewhere else. Even in 
the case of men, not all of them are competent for all things; 
for instance, the Brahmanas have no competence for the 
Rajasitya sacrifice. The logic that applies there, applies here as 
well. Under the topic of the knowledge of Brahman we come 
across a Vedic indicatory mark revealing the competence of 
gods and others for the knowledge of Brahman: “And 
whosoever among the gods knew that Brahman also became 
that; and the same with sages and men” (Br. I. iv. 10); as also, 
“They said, ‘Let us search for that Self, searching for which 
one attains all the worlds and all the desirable things.’ Thinking 
thus, Indra, among the gods, started out (for Prajapati’s place), 
and so did Virocana of the devils” (Ch. VIII. vii. Z). There is 
a similar sign in the Smpti also; as for instance the story of 
Yajitavalkya and the Gandharva (Visvavasu).*® 

And it was argued: “Because of the occurrence of the words 
in respect of a sphere of light”. To this we say: Although the 
words sun etc. may refer to a sphere of light, still from their 
use in the sense of gods, they present those respective gods as 


“ Mahabharata, Moksadharma, where the Gandharva Visvavasu inquires 
and learns about Brahman. So also in other places (e.g. in the story of 
Prahlada and Ajagara) non-human beings get this knowledge. 
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possessed of sentience and divine powers; for these words are 
thus used in the mantras and corroborative statements. Being 
cndowed with divine power, the gods certainly have the capa- 
city to remain in identity with a sphere of light etc., and also to 
wssume various bodies at will. Thus in the sentence, “Come 
Indra, thou ram of Medhatithi” etc., occurring in the corro- 
burative statement about Subrahmanya (the priest singing the 
Sima), it is said, “For Indra, in the form of a ram, carried 
Medhatithi of the line of Kanva” (SadvivnSa Brabmana, |. 1). 
In the Smpti also it is mentioned, “The sun came to Kunti by 
assuming a human form.” In the case of the earth etc. also, 
sentient presiding deities are admitted as ruling over them, for 
there are such Vedic texts as, “Earth said”, “Water said”, etc. 
(S. B. I. vi. 3.2-4). We pointed out that in the case of the sun 
and the rest, the material substances like light etc. are held to 
be insentient, but in accordance with the uses in the mantras 
and the corroborative statements, their presiding deities are held 
to be sentient. 

As for the argument that the mantras and corroborative 
statements are meant to serve some extraneous purpose, so that 
they have no power to reveal corporality etc. for the gods, we 
say that the existence or non-existence of a thing is proved 
from the emergence or not of some valid knowledge (from the 
upplication of some valid means), and it is not dependent on 
whether it is meant for some other purpose (e.g. rites) or not. 
lor instance, a man, travelling for some purpose, certainly 
perceives the existence of grass and leaves that lie on the 
way. 

To this the opponent says: The analogy is inapt, for there 
the means of perception are directly in contact with the grass, 
leaf, ctc. so that their existence becomes known. But here the 
corroborative statement conveys its purport in syntactical 
combination with another sentence meant as an injunction: and 
hence it cannot be made to mean some existing thing through an 
itulcpendent purport of its own. For when a sentence as a whole 
cotveys its sense, its Component parts are not admitted to have 
their own independent purports as well. Thus from the sentence, 
“One should not drink wine”, formed with a negative (not), a 

15 
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single idea, viz the prohibition of drinking, is understood from 
a combination of the three words (not, should drink, and wine); 
but from a connection between the two words “wine” and 
“should drink’, one cannot also understand an injunction of the 
form, “One should drink wine”. 

Vedantin : To this the answer is: The analogy is not inappro- 
priate. It is quite proper that in the matter of prohibition of 
drinking wine, no other meaning can be accepted since the 
words combine (in a single construction) round a single idea. 
But in the cases of injunction and corroboration, the words in 
the corroborative portion do combine to denote some inde- 
pendent existing thing; and then when the question of the 
purpose to be served is raised, they become corroborative of 
the injunction as far as possible. Thus in the sentence, “One 
who wants prosperity shall sacrifice a white goat in honour of 
Air” (Tai. S. Il. 1. 1), the words Air etc. occurring in this 
injunctive sentence are directly strung up with the injunction 
itself; but not so are the words in the text, “Air is indeed a 
swift deity. He runs to Air himself with his own portion. It is 
he who brings prosperity to this (performer of sacrifice)” 
(Ibid.). Here the words occurring in this corroborative sentence 
are not to be construed with the injunction, for Air or the 
swift god cannot be conjoined with the injunctive verb to 
imply, “Air is to sacrifice”, or “the swift god is to sacrifice”, 
and so on. But they first form into a secondary combination for 
declaring the nature of Air, and then eulogize the injunction by 
conveying the idea that this rite has such a distinguished deity. 
Accordingly, wherever the meaning of a subsidiary sentence is 
known to be true from some other valid means of knowledge, 
the corroborative statement proceeds to serve its purpose by 
way of recapitulating (or recalling) that meaning.** But wher- 
ever such a meaning runs counter to other means of knowledge 
the corroborative statement proceeds by way of an interpreta- 
tion in the sense of an attribute.*5 In the absence of both 


“For instance, “Fire cures cold”—Anuvada. 
“For instance, “The sun is the sacrificial stake”, where the meaning is: 
“The stake is bright like the sun”—Gunavada. 
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(contradiction and non-contradiction with other means)*® the 
question arises as to whether it is to be interpreted in the attri- 
butive sense, since there is no other valid means of knowledge, 
or it is to be interpreted as referring to some existing thing, 
since there is no conflict with other means of knowledge. When 
under such a predicament, people who stand by knowledge, 
should interpret it to mean something existing, but not of an 
attribute. This also explains the standpoint to be adopted with 
regard to the mantras.47 

Moreover, when the injunctions enjoin that certain oblations 
are meant for the gods—Indra and others—they have certainly 
an eye on the nature of those gods—Indra and the rest. For 
Indra and others cannot be conceived of by the mind without 
the help of their own characteristics; nor can oblations be 
offered to the respective gods without having some mental 
image of them. And the Vedic text reads thus: “When uttering 
the mantra Vasat one shall meditate on the deity in whose honour 
the oblation is taken up” (Ai. Br. III. viii. 1). It cannot be said 
that the meaning consists in nothing but the words themselves, 
(the gods being nothing more than the words), for words and 
meanings are not identical things.4® That being so, anyone who 
believes that the Vedic words are an independent source of 
knowledge cannot deny the nature of the gods—Indra and 
others—just as it is found in the mantras and corroborative 
statements. Similarly, the anecdotes and mythologies, based on 
the mantras and corroborative statements, can supply knowledge 
according to the process shown, and they can prove the cor- 
porality of the gods and others. Besides, it is quite possible 
that the anecdotes and mythologies are based on direct percep- 
tion (by Vyasa and others). For things imperceptible to us can 


“6For instance, “Indra with a thunder in hand—Bhéutarthavada. (See f.n. 
54, I. i. 4), where Indra’s existence is admitted. 

‘7 A mantra is to be taken in its literal sense when it is not a recapitula- 
tion of something already known and it does not contradict known facts. 
Thus a god can have a body, since the mantras and corroborative state- 
ments say so. 

“Should it be postulated that the mantras mention only the forms 
(species) but not any person, the answer is: A form cannot exist without 
a person. 
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be perceptible to immortal beings. Thus it is mentioned in the 
Smrtis that Vyasa and others deal directly with the gods. Any- 
one saying that like the modern beings, the ancient ones also 
had no capacity to deal with the gods, denies variety in the 
world, and may as well say that just as inf the modern age, so 
also in the past, there was no Ksatriya king ruling over the 
whole earth. He will also have to set his face against the injunc- 
tion about the Rajasiiya sacrifice etc., and he will have to assume 
that the rules of caste and stages of life were as unstable in other 
periods as at present. From that point of view, he will also set at 
nought the scriptures meant for establishing norms of conduct. 
Hence the proper position is that the immortal beings should 
have dealings with the gods as a result of the perfection of their 
virtue. Besides, the Smpti declares: “From the repetition of the 
mantra follows the proximity to (and conversation with) one’s 
chosen deity” (Yoga-sitra, II. 44). Besides, since Yoga is 
spoken of in the Smrti as leading to the attainment of such 
mystic powers as becoming minute, it cannot be denied by a 
mere bold assertion. The Vedas also declare the glory of Yoga: 
“When the five elements—earth, water, fire, air, space—have 
been conquered,*® and when the Yogic powers (of becoming 
minute etc.) have started functioning, then for the aspirant, who 
has acquired a body constituted by the fire of Yoga, there is no 
disease, no decrepitude, no death” (Sv. II. 12). The power -of 
the seers who visualize the mantra and brabmana portions of 
the Vedas are not to be measured in terms of our power. There- 
fore the anecdotes and mythologies have a true basis. Common 
belief too should not be dismissed as baseless so long as there 
is some probability. Hence it is proper to understand from the 
mantras etc. that the gods and others have bodies. And since on 
that account they can have aspiration etc., their competence for 
the knowledge of Brahman is justifiable. Moreover, such facts 


“Thinking on the different parts of the body as the five elements 
(from the soles of the feet to knees—earth; knees to navel—water; navel 
to neck—fire; neck to where the hair of the head starts—air; from there 
to the crown of the head—space), and bringing them under control 
through such thoughts of identity. 
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as gradual emancipation, mentioned in the Vedas, become logi- 
cal from this standpoint. 


Topic 9: PsEupo-SUDRA 


PT aera Tour fF yr 


aeq To him occurred em grief aq-warat-TaMT] on hearing 
his disparagement aq-aTxTIT| as is evident from his approach- 
ing him fg for q=qd this is hinted at. 


34. To him (i.e. Janasruti) occurred grief on hearing his 
(i.e. swan’s) disparaging utterance, as is evident from bis 
(Janasrut?s) approaching him (Raikva), for this is hinted at 
(by Raikva by using the word Sidra). 


It may be argued that, even as any hard and fast rule about 
the competence of men alone is denied and the competence of 
the gods as well for different kinds of knowledge is upheld, 
similarly by denying any monopoly of qualification by the three 
classes of the twice-born alone, the Siidras also may be accepted 
as qualified. In order to remove such an assumption is begun 
the present topic. 

Opponent: Now then, the apparent conclusion is that a 
Sidra also is qualified, for he can have the aspiration and ability. 
And unlike the prohibition, “Therefore the Sidra is unfit for 
performing sacrifices’ (Tai. S. VII. i. 1.6), no prohibition 
against his acquisition of illumination is met with. Even the 
disqualification for sacrifices that arises for the Sidra from the 
fact of his not being qualified for lighting a sacrificial fire, is no 
sign of his being debarred from knowledge. For it is not a fact 
that a man who has no fire—Ahavaniya and the rest—cannot 
acquire knowledge. Moreover, there is an indicatory sign con- 
firming the Sidra’s competence. In the section dealing with the 
knowledge of samvarga (merger of all things), Janasruti, grand- 
son of Putra and an aspirant of knowledge, is referred to by 
the word Sidra: “Fie, O Sidra, keep to yourself the chariot 
and the necklace, together with the cows” (Ch. IV. ii. 3). And 
in the Smrtis are mentioned Vidura and others as born in the 
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Sidra caste but endowed with special knowledge. Hence Siidras 
have competence for different kinds of knowledge. 

Vedantin: Faced with this, we say: The Sidra has no 
competence, since he cannot study the Vedas; for one becomes 
competent for things spoken of in the Vedas, after one has 
studied the Vedas and known these things from them. But 
there can be no reading of the Vedas by a Sidra, for Vedic 
study presupposes the investiture with the sacred thread, which 
ceremony is confined to the three castes. As for aspiration, it 
cannot qualify aryone unless one has the ability. Mere ability in 
the ordinary sense also cannot qualify anyone; for scriptural] 
ability is needed in a scriptural matter. But this scriptural ability 
is denied by the prohibition of the right to study. As for the 
text, “The Sidra is unfit for performing a sacrifice” (Tai. S. 
VII. 1. 1.6), since it is based on a logic having common applica- 
tion, it suggests that the Sidra has no right to knowledge as 
well, for the logic applies both ways. And what you take for 
an indicatory mark occurring in the section dealing with the 
knowledge about merger, that is no mark at all, for there is no 
logic behind it. An indicatory mark becomes suggestive when 
stated logically; but that logic is lacking here. Granted even 
that this mark qualifies the Siidra for the semsvarga-vidya (medi- 
tation on merger) alone, because it occurs there, still it cannot 
qualify him for all kinds of knowledge. The fact, however, 1s 
that this word Sidra cannot guarantee his competence any- 
where, because it occurs in a corroborative statement (Artha- 
vada). On the contrary, this word Sidra can be construed with 
some one already having the competence. 

How? 

The answer is: On hearing this utterance of the swan, “Hullo, 
who is this one, insignificant as he is, of whom you speak as 
though he were like Raikva of the chariot?” (Ch. IV. 1. 3), 
which was a personal disparagement for him, JanaSruti, grandson 
of Putra, was struck with grief (suk). Raikva hinted at this 
grief by using the word Sidra, thereby revealing his own power 
of television. This is what we can understand. For a born Sidra 
has no right to knowledge. 
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How, again, is it suggested by the word Sidra that he was 
struck with grief? 

The answer is: “Tat-ddravanat”. Because the word Sidra 
can be split up thus to mean that he (Raikva) approached 
towards (abbidudra@va) that (tat) grief (Sucam); or he was 
approached (abhidudruve) by that (tat) sorrow (Sucaé); or he 
rushed (abbidudrava) to that (tat) Raikva, because of sorrow 
(Suca). And this derivative meaning has to be accepted because 
the conventional meaning is inadmissible. Moreover, this mean- 
ing is obvious from the story itself. 


Fe Ee ECOG Mm CHIC MIELE) 


@q And afsaeq-qet: owing to his Ksatriyahood being known 
waza later on fear from the indicatory mark aazaq of men- 
tion along with a descendant of Citraratha. 


35. And because his Ksatriyahood is known later on from the 
indicatory mark of his mention along with a descendant of 
Citraratha. 


For this further reason Janagruti is not a Sidra by birth, for 
from a consideration of the topic it transpires that he is a 
Ksatriya, which fact becomes obvious from his suggestive 
mention later on along with the Ksatriya Abhipratarin of the 
line of Citraratha. Later on in the complementary portion of 
the section on the knowledge about the merger (Samvarga- 
vidya) Abhipratarin of the line of Citraratha is mentioned as a 
Ksatriya in, “Now then, a Brahmacarin begged of Saunaka of 
the line of Kapi, and Abhipratarin, son of Kaksasena, when 
they were being served by the cook” (Ch. IV. iii. 5). That 
Abhipratarin belonged to the line of Citraratha is to be under- 
stood from his association with a descendant of the line of 
Kapi; for the association of the descendant of Citraratha with 
that of Kapi is known from the text, “The Kapeyas made 
Citraratha perform this (Dviratra sacrifice)” (Tandya Brabmana, 
XX. xu. 5). For the people of the same lineage generally have 
the priests of a common descent. Besides, it is known that he 
was a Ksatriya from the text, “From him issued one named 
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Citrarathi who was a Ksatriya king”, where we find him to 
be a Ksatriya king. Accordingly, the mention of JanaSruti along 
with the Ksatriya Abhipratarin, in the context of the same kind 
of knowledge, suggests that the former is a Ksatriya; for equals 
are generally found to be mentioned together. Moreover, Jana- 
Sruti is known to be a Ksatriya from the fact of his despatching 
a Ksatta5° and his possession of riches. Hence a born Sidra has 
no right to knowledge. 


AAA ASATAN TIT BE II 


aeare-TUaAaiq On account of the mention of purificatory 
rites q and agq-eara-afaerag declaration of the absence of 
these. 


36. Because purificatory rites are mentioned (for. others) and 
absence of these is declared (for the Sidra). 


For the additional reason that, in the contexts where knowl- 
edge is spoken of, such actions for acquiring the right to 
knowledge are declared as investiture with the sacred thread 
etc.,51 for instance, “Him he vested with the sacred thread” 
(S. B. XI. v. 3.13), “Uttering the sacred formula, ‘Teach me 
venerable sir’, he approached” (Ch. VII. 1. 1), “They, who 
were adepts in the Vedas, adhered to the qualified Brahman, 
but were intent on an inquiry about the supreme Brahman, 
went to the venerable Pippalida with sacrificial faggot in hand, 
under the belief, “This one will certainly tell us about It’” 
(Pr. I. 1). And the text, “Even without initiating them” (Ch. 
V. xi. 7), only shows that those (who were exempted from 
initiation) had it already. The absence of purificatory rites for 
the Sidra is mentioned in the Smrti thus: “The Sudra belongs 
to the fourth caste and has but a single birth” (Manu, X. 4), 
as also in such texts as, ““The Sidra has no sins, nor is he fit for 
any purificatory rite” (Manu, X. 126). 


“One born of a mixed parentage—from a Siidra father and Ksatriya 
mother or of a slave woman—whose duty was to drive chariots, wait 
on princes, and so on. 

“= Etc.—study, service of the teacher, and so on. 
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qTeaafararey A Tad: UI! 


q Moreover aC : on account of inclination having arisen 
aq-arata-fratey when the absence of that had been ascertained. 


37. And because (Gautama’s) inclination arose (to initiate and 
instruct Satyakima) when the absence of that (Sidrahood) had 
been ascertained. 


Here is an additional reason why a Sidra has no right. When 
owing to the utterance of truth (by Satyakama Jabala), the 
absence of Siidrahood had been established, then Gautama 
proceeded to initiate and instruct (Satyakama) Jabala, which 
fact is gathered from an indicatory sign in the Upanisad: “No 
non-Brahmana can dare utter such a truth. O amiable one, 
bring sacrificial faggot, I shall initiate you because you did not 
depart from truth” (Ch. IV. iv. 5). 


TANTCTTATA AAA SAAT 3S 


q And aau-aequa-ay-afatatq hearing, study, acquisition of 
meaning are prohibited ey: according to Smyti. 


38. And because the Smrti prohibits for the Sidra the hearing, 
study, and acquisition of the meaning (of the Vedas). 


This is another reason why the Sidra has no right: By the 
Smyrti he is debarred from hearing, studying, and acquiring the 
meaning of the Vedas. The Smrti mentions that a Sidra has no 
right to hear the Vedas, no right to study the Vedas, and no 
right to acquire the meaning of the Vedas (and perform the 
rites). As for prohibition of hearing, we have the text, “Then 
should he happen to hear the Vedas, the expiation consists in 
his ears being filled with lead and lac’”5?, and “He who is a 
Siidra is a walking crematorium. Hence one should not read in 
the neighbourhood of a Siidra’”5’, From this follows the prohibi- 
tion about study. How can one study the Vedas when they are 
not to be recited within his hearing? Then there is the chopping 


*8Gau. Dh. Si., XII. 4  'Vasistha, 18 
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off of his tongue if he should utter the Vedas, and the cutting 
of the body to pieces if he should commit it to memory®*. From 
this it follows by implication that the acquisition of meaning 
and acting on it are also prohibited, as is stated in, “Vedic 
knowledge is not to be imparted to a Siidra”®5, and “Study, 
sacrifice, and distribution of gifts are for the twice-born’”5®, But 
from those to whom knowledge dawns as a result of (good) 
tendencies acquired in the past lives, as for instance to Vidura, 
Dharmavyadha, and others, the reaping of the result of knowl- 
edge cannot be withheld, for the result of knowledge is 
inevitable. This position is confirmed by the Smrti text, “One 
should read out to the four castes (keeping the Brahmana in 
front)”5’, which declares the competence for all the four castes 
for the acquisition of the anecdotes and mythologies. But the 
conclusion stands that a Sidra has no right to knowledge through 
the Vedas. 


Topic 10: ViBRATION 


PHPTAT Met 


39. (Prana is Brabman) because of (the mention of ) vibration. 


The side issue about competence is concluded. Now we revert 
to the discussion of the meanings of texts we were engaged in. 
By following the root meaning of the verb ejr which is “to 
vibrate” (to move), this aphorism refers to the text, “All this 
universe that there is, emerges and vibrates because there is 
Prana that is a great terror like an uplifted thunder. Those who 
know this become immortal” (Ka. II. iii. 2). In this sentence 
we hear of the whole creation pulsating on Prama as its support, 
and of some great source of fear that is imminent and is men- 
tioned by the word thunder, as also of the attainment of immor- 
tality from that knowledge. 

Opponent : Now in this context, a deliberation is bound to 
arise, since it is not clear as to what that Prana is and what that 


* Gau. Dh. Si., XII. 4 Manu, IV. 80 
 Gau. Dh. st., IX. 1 * Mbh. Sa., 327. 49 
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terrible thunder is. When such a deliberation ensues, we arrive 
at the conclusion that the familiar vital force, with its five func- 
tions, is the Prana. And from familiar use, the thunder must be 
the thunderbolt. This is a eulogy of Prana. 

How? 

All this creation pulsates by getting its support on air, called 
Prana, having five functions. And it is through the energy of air 
that the thunderbolt is lifted up; for they say that when air 
moves about in the form of clouds, then there are the move- 
ments (or flashes) of lightning, roar of clouds, rain, and thunder. 
And this immortality ensues from the knowledge of air itself. 
In support of this occurs another Upanisadic text, “Air is the 
particular (separate parts) and air is the genus (or whole). He 
who knows this conquers accidental death” (Br. III. iii. 2). 
Therefore the entity here is to be understood as air. 

Vedantin: Such being the position, we say: Brahman Itself 
is to be understood here. 

Why? 

From a consideration of what precedes and succeeds; for we 
Notice that in the earlier and following texts, it is Brahman that 
is dealt with. So why should we, all of a sudden, understand air 
in this verse alone? In an earlier verse we have, “That is bright 
(pure), that is Brahman, and that is called immortality. On It 1s 
fixed all the universe. It is this that nothing can transcend” (Ka. 
II. iii. 1), where Brahman is mentioned. That Brahman is spoken 
of here as well because of proximity. Besides, from the recogni- 
tion of Its being the support of the universe, as stated in, “This 
whole universe that emerges and moves because Prana is there” 
(Ka. II. iii. 2), ic is understood that Brahman is referred to. 
Moreover, even this word Praya is used for the supreme Self, 
since we find such a use in the Upanisad as, “Praza of Prana 
(Vital force of vital force) (Br. IV. iv. 18). This power to 
move (the whole universe) also fits in with the supreme Self, 
but not with mere air (of which the vital force is a form). 
It has been said accordingly, “No mortal lives by Praza or 
Apiana (exhaling or inhaling), but all live by something else on 
which these two depend” (Ka. II. ii. 5). Later on too, Brahman 
and not air is declared in, “From fear of Him fire burns, from 
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fear shines the sun; from fear run Indra and Air, and Death, the 
fifth” (Ka. II. iii. 3), where Brahman is spoken of as the source 
of fear for the whole universe including Air. Furthermore, 
from the fact of proximity and from the recognition of the 
identity of the source of fear as indicated in, “A source of 
terror like an uplifted thunder” (Ka. II. iii. 3), it can be under- 
stood that the same Brahman is declared here as well. The word 
thunder is used on account of the similarity of striking terror. 
Even as the king’s subjects and others continue ever under the 
rule of the king under the fear, “This uplifted thunder will fall 
on my head unless I obey his rule”, similarly this universe of 
fire, air, sun, etc. continues in its own course out of fear of this 
very Brahman. So Brahman is likened to a terrifying uplifted 
thunder. Similar is another Upanisadic text about Brahman: 
“Out of His fear the Wind blows. Out of fear the Sun rises. 
Out of His fear runs Fire as also Indra, and Death, the fifth” 
(Tai. II. viii. 1). From the mention of immortality as the result 
(of knowledge), it is understood that Brahman Itself is this 
Entity; for it is known from the verse, “Knowing Him alone 
one attains immortality. There is no other path to proceed by” 
(Sv. VI. 15), that immortality results from the realization of 
Brahman. As for the immortality (referred to by the opponent 
and) declared in some contexts as resulting from the knowledge 
of Air (Hiranyagarbha), that is merely relative; for in that 
very (Brhadaranyaka) Upanisad, the text turns to another topic 
and after speaking of the supreme Self, it declares the perishable- 
ness of all else—Air and the rest—in, “Everything else is perish- 
able” (Br. III. iv. 2). From the context under discussion as well, 
the supreme Self stands established, for the question asked is: 
“Tell (me) of that thing which you see as different from virtue, 
different from vice, different from this cause and effect, and 
different from the past and the future” (Ka. I. ii. 14). 


Topic 11: Licht as DEcLARED IN THE UPANISAD 


satfaearang voit 
satfa: Light agfarq owing to its being met with. 
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40. Light is Bralbman, for it is met with as such (in the Upa- 
nisad ). 


Doubt: In the Upanisad it is heard, “This serene one 
(samprasdda), rising up from this body, and realizing the 
supreme Light, becomes established in his own nature” (Ch. 
VIII. xii. 3). The doubt arises as to whether the word light 
refers to the light visible to the eye and dispelling darkness, or 
to supreme Brahman. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent : It must be the common light. 

Why? 

Because the word light conventionally means this. Under the 
aphorism, “Light is Brahman, because of the mention of feet” 
(I. 1. 24), it was of course shown that from the force of the 
context, the word light gives up its own meaning and implies 
Brahman. But no cause for discarding the common meaning is 
noticed here. Similarly in the chapter, dealing with the nerves, 
the attainment of the sun by the aspirant for liberation is spoken 
of thus: “Now (after the loss of consciousness) when one 
departs from this body in this way (befitting death), then one 
proceeds upward along these very rays (associated with the 
nerves)” (Ch. VIII. vi. 5). Accordingly the familiar light is 
meant by the word light here. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: The supreme 
Brahman Itself is meant by the word light. 

Why? 

“Because it is met with in that sense in the Upanisad”. It is 
obvious in this context that Brahman is repeatedly alluded to 
as the subject-matter. Thus in the beginning of the topic, the 
Self that is possessed of such characteristics as freedom from 
sin and so on, as mentioned in, “The Self that is free from sin” 
(Ch. VIII. vii. 1), is declared as the entity to be searched for 
and to be aspired after for realization. It is also alluded to in, 
“T shall explain this very one to you over again” (Ch. VIII. 
ix. 3). And this Self stands declared from the fact of the attain- 
ment of this Light for the sake of becoming unembodied, as 
mentioned in, “Happiness and sorrow do not certainly touch 
one who has become unembodied” (Ch. VIII. xii. 1); for unless 
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it be by identity with Brahman, there can be no unembodied- 
ness anywhere else.58 Another reason for this is the use of such 
attributes as “supreme Light” (Ch. VIII. i. 4), “the tran- 
scendental Being” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3). As for the criticism that 
the attainment of the sun by the aspirant for liberation is spoken 
of, that is not the absolute liberation inasmuch as it is dependent 
on a course to be followed, and that after departure from the 
body. We shall state later on that in the case of the absolute 
liberation, there are no such things as a course to be followed 
or departure from the body. 


Topic 12: SPACE 1s BRAHMAN, BEING DIFFERENT FROM 
NAME AND ForM 


APRS ARCATA US LA 


arpa: Space agy-arareca-aifa-sqqeang since it is declared as 
being something else and so on. 


41. Akasa (Space) is Brahman, because of the declaration of 
being something different and so on. 


Doubt: In the Upanisad we hear: “That which is called 
akasa is the accomplisher of name and form. That in which 
they are contained is Brahman; that is immortal and that is the 
Self” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1). Now the discussion arises, whether the 
word akdsa denotes the supreme Brahman or the familiar mate- 
rial space. 

Opponent: Under such a predicament, it is reasonable to 
accept the element called space (ether); for the word dkasa 
conventionally means that, and the fact of the accomplishment 
of name and form can fit in with it in the sense of providing 
space (for them). Besides, nothing that can be a clear indica- 
tion of Brahman, as for instance, creatorship, is heard of here. 

Vedantin: This aphorism is enunciated to meet that position. 
The supreme Brahman alone can be the meaning of the word 
akasa (Space) here. 

"The embodied Sun cannot be this goal, and establishment in one’s 


own nature does not mean becoming something else. So the Self, and 
not the Sun, is the goal. 
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Why? 


“Because of the declaration of Its being something different 
and so on.” For by saying, “That in which they are contained 
is Brahman” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1), it is declared that dkaSa is some- 
thing different from name and form. Nothing but Brahman can 
be different from name and form, since the whole of creation 
consists of a manifestation of name and form (i.e. word and its 
meaning). And the manifestation of name and form in an 
absolute sense is not possible for anything but Brahman; for 
the Upanisad mentions that Brahman is the agent of their revela- 
tion: “Let me manifest name and form by Myself entering as 
the individual soul” (Ch. VI. ii. 2). 

Opponent: Is it not a matter of direct experience that the 
individual being also has the power of manifesting name and 
form? 

Vedantin: True, he has; but the intention (of the text, “by 
Myself entering as the individual soul”) is to declare the identity 
of the individual and Brahman (and not the agentship of the 
individual). From this very declaration of the manifestation of 
name and form, creatorship etc., as the indicatory signs of 
Brahman become stated ipso facto. The sentences, “That is 
Brahman; that is immortal; that is the Self” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1) 
are also indications that Brahman is spoken of. This is an elabora- 
tion of the aphorism, “Space is Brahman, for Brahman’s 
characteristic is in evidence” (I. i. 22). 


Toric 13: SLEEP AND DEATH 


TTCICHIA ST USI 


(Because of the declaration) eq as being different ayfa- 
ZeHregt: in sleep and death. 


42. Because of the declaration of being different in sleep and 
at the time of departure, (the supreme Lord is the subject- 
matter of teaching). 


The portion, “Because of the declaration” follows (from the 
earlier aphorism) to complete the sense. 
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Doubt: \n the sixth part of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, the 
start is made with, “ ‘(Of all the entities cognized through the 
idea of I) which is the Self?’ “This infinite entity (Purusa) that is 
identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the organs, 
the self-effulgent light within the heart (i.e. in the intellect)’ ” 
(IV. iii. 7), and then the subject of the Self is amply elaborated. 
The doubt arises whether that text is concerned simply with 
the explanation of the true nature of the transmigrating soul, 
or with establishing the true nature of the transcendental Self. 
What should be the conclusion? 

Opponent: It is concerned only with the true nature of the 
transmigrating soul. 

How do you know? 

From a consideration of the start and finish. At the start, an 
indicatory sign of the embodied soul is found in, “the entity that 
is identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the organs”, 
and the non-rejection of that soul is found at the end in, “That 
which is identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the 
organs is this great birthless Self” (Br. IV. iv. 22); that very soul 
is dealt with elaborately in the middle also through a presenta- 
tion of the waking state etc. 

Vedantin: Under these circumstances, we say: This text is 
meant for speaking about the supreme Lord alone, and it is not 
meant for speaking further about the embodied soul. 

Why? 

Because in the state of deep sleep and at the time of departure 
from the body, the supreme Lord is mentioned separately from 
the embodied soul. In sleep for instance, the supreme Lord is 
mentioned separately from the embodied soul in, “So this Purusa, 
being fully embraced by the supremely intelligent Self—praj7ia 
atma—does not know anything at all, either external or internal” 
(Br. IV. iii. 21). In that text the Purusa must be the embodied 
soul, since it is he who is the knower inasmuch as the knowledge 
of anything external or internal can be denied only when the 
possibility of knowing exists. And the supremely intelligent Self 
is the supreme Lord, for He is never separated from intelligence 
(prajna) which is of the nature of omniscience. So also at the 
time of departure the supreme Lord is mentioned separately 


I. iii. 42] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 241 


from the individual in, “So does the embodied soul, being 
presided over by the supremely intelligent Self, go making 
noises” (Br. IV. iii. 35). There too the embodied soul must 
be the individual being, since it is the master of the body; but 
the supremely intelligent One must be the supreme Lord Him- 
self. Therefore from the separate mention in sleep and at the 
time of departure, it is to be understood that the entity sought 
to be taught here is the supreme Lord. In answer to the argu- 
ment that from the indicatory signs of the individual soul at 
the start, middle, and end, it follows that this text is meant for 
presenting the soul, we say: The nature of the transmigrating 
soul is not sought to be presented at the start in the sentence, 
“that is identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the 
organs”. 

What is meant then? 

The intention is to show the identity of the transmigrating 
soul with the supreme Self after a restatement of the former’s 
characteristics. For the succeeding text, viz “it meditates as it 
were, it runs as it were” etc. (Br. IV. iii. 7), is seen to be devoted 
to the elimination of the characteristics of the transmigrating 
soul. Similarly at the end, as at the start, the conclusion runs 
thus, “That Self which is identified with the intellect and is in 
the midst of the organs is this great birthless Self” (Br. IV. 
iv. 22). The idea conveyed is that the transmigrating soul, that 
is perceived as identified with the intellect and in the midst of 
the organs, is proved by us to be but this great birthless Self, 
the supreme Lord. But one who would infer, from the presenta- 
tion of the waking state etc., in the middle, that the nature of 
the transmigrating soul is sought to be taught here, may as well 
pop up in the western direction when sent towards the east, 
for the presentation of the states of waking etc., is meant neither 
to imply the possession of any state nor of transmigration. 

What is meant then? 

What is meant is freedom from the states and transmigration. 

How is that known? 

Because at every turn Janaka requests Yajfiavalkya: “Please 
instruct me further about liberation” (Br. IV. iii. 14-16, 33), 
and because the answer given at every step is: “He is untouched 

16 


242 BRAHMA -SUOTRA - BHASYA [I. iii. 42 


by whatever he sees in that state, for this infinite Being is 
unattached” (Br. IV. iii. 15-16). Further, it is stated, “(This 
aspect of his) is untouched by good work and untouched by 
bad work, for he is then beyond all the woes of his heart (intel- 
lect)” (Br. IV. iii. 22). Accordingly, it is to be understood that 
this text is meant for establishing the nature of the super- 
mundane Self. 


qeatfagsery: 13 
afa-airfe-areeeaz: From such words as ruler. 


43. This is confirmed by such words as ruler. 


Here is an additional reason why this text is to be understood 
as establishing the nature of the supermundane Entity; for the 
words ruler etc., occurring in this text, are calculated to estab- 
lish the nature of the supermundane Entity and to rule out the 
nature of the transmigrating soul. Of these two objectives, such 
sentences as, “It is the controller of all, the lord of all, the 
ruler of all” (Br. IV. iv. 22), are meant for establishing the 
nature of the supermundane Entity; and such sentences as, “It 
does not become better through good work, nor worse through 
bad work” (ibid.), are meant for denying the nature of trans- 
migration. Hence it is understood that the supreme Lord, who 
is not subject to transmigration, is spoken of here. 


Secrion IV 
Topic 1: Tue INFERRED ENTITY 


After broaching the subject of the deliberation on Brahman, 
the definition of Brahman was given: “That is Brahman from 
which the birth etc., of this are derived” (B. S. I. 1. 2). Then the 
doubt was raised that this definition applies equally to Pradhana 
(primordial Nature), and it was dismissed by saying, “Because 
of the attribution of seeing, the one (viz Pradhana) which is 
not taught in the Upanisads is not the cause of the universe” 
(I. i. 5), the reason being that it 1s not mentioned in the Upa- 
nisads. It was also shown in the earlier portion of this book that 
the sameness of the knowledge imparted by the Upanisads is 
in favour of the belief in Brahman as the cause (I. i. 10), but 
not in favour of the theory that Pradhana is the cause. Now 
are being raised some doubts not considered hitherto. 

Opponent: The assertion made that Pradhana is not men- 
tioned in the Upanisads is groundless; for in some sections are 
heard words calculated to suggest Pradhana. So it comes to this 
that when the great seers Kapila and others adopted the causality 
of Pradhana, they did so on the authority of the Vedas them- 
selves. Accordingly, as long as those words are not proved to 
convey some other meaning, so long the theory that Brahman 
is the cause will remain under doubt, even though it has been 
proved earlier. 

Vedantin: Hence the succeeding topic starts with a view to 
showing that they mean something else: 


AAAS Wa MSTA AMIS TN 


The inferred entity afq even (is revealed) 
to the followers of some recension efq #q if this be the con- 
tention, (then) q not so TUL-SIH-fTAeI-TSle: since it 1s 
cognized as occurring in a simile illustrating the body @ and 
aajafa (the Upanisad) shows (this). 
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1. If it be said that even the inferred entity (Pradhana) 1s 
revealed to the followers of some recension, we say, not so, for 
the word is cognized as occurring in a simile illustrating the 
body. And the Upanisad also shows this. 


Opponent: Even the inferred entity, even Pradhana, arrived 
at through inference, is met with by the followers of some 
recensions, as having been mentioned by name. For the Katha 
Upanisad has this reading: “The unmanifest (avyakta) is higher 
than mabat, purusa is higher than avyakta” (I. ui. 11), where 
mahat, avyakta, and purusa are found exactly under the same 
epithets and in the same order as they are known from the 
(Samkhya) Smptis. Of these, by the word avyakta is meant 
Pradhana, well known in the Sarhkhya Smrti, for the word 
avyakta is in common use in the Samkhya Smpti, and being 
devoid of sound etc. (Ka. I. iii. 15), it can be derived in the sense 
of that which is not manifest (za vyakta). Having been men- 
tioned thus in the Upanisad, it remains unproved that it is not 
mentioned. Now that very Pradhina is the cause of the universe, 
it being well known to be so from the Upanisads, Smrtis, and 
reason. 

Vedantin: This is not so. This sentence of the Katha Upa- 
nisad is not meant for proving the existence of the avyakta and 
mahat of the Samkhyas. For we do not come here across the 
very same Pradhana, as it is taught in the Samkhya Smptis as an 
independent cause constituted by its three (component) attri- 
butes. The only identical thing we come across is the mere word 
avyakta, which from its derivative sense of that which is not 
manifest can be applied equally to any other subtle and inscru- 
table thing. And this word does not conventionally mean any 
particular thing. As for such a conventional usage among the 
followers of the theory of Pradhana, that is only a technical 
term for them, and as such, it cannot be adduced as a reason for 
ascertaining the meaning of a Vedic text. The identity of a 
thing cannot be established merely from the similarity of the 
order of treatment, unless the nature of the thing itself is recog- 
nized as identical; for unless one is a fool, one will not conclude 
by seeing a cow in a stable that it must be a horse. From a 
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consideration of the context also, the Pradhana, fancied by 
others, does not emerge as the meaning, “for the word is cog- 
nized as occurring in a simile illustrating the body”. The body 
in fact, occurring in the simile of the chariot, is understood here 
by the word avyakta. 

How? 

On the strength of the context and the method of residue. 
Thus the text, immediately preceding, shows how the Self, 
body etc., are analogous to the master of the chariot, chariot, 
etc. (respectively): “Know the Self as the master of the chariot, 
and the body as the chariot. Know the intellect as the charioteer, 
and the mind as verily the bridle. They call the senses the horses; 
know the objects (of the senses) as the ways. The discriminat- 
ing people call that Self, associated with the body, senses, and 
mind, as the experiencer” (Ka. I. i. 3-4). And then it is shown 
that one attains the worldly state through those organs etc., 
when they are not under control; but that when they are under 
control, one “reaches the end of the road that is the highest 
place of Visnu” (Ka. I. iii. 7-9). When after this has been 
shown, the desire arises to know what that highest place 
of Visnu is, the text shows that the supreme Self is tran- 
scendental to those very senses etc., that are under discussion, 
and that It is at the end of the road and is the highest place of 
Visnu: “The sense-objects are higher than the senses, and the 
mind is higher than the _ sense-objects; but the intellect 
is higher than the mind and the great soul (7ahan atma) 1s 
higher than the intellect. Avyakta is higher than mahat, Purusa 
is higher than avyakta. There is nothing higher than Purusga. 
He is the culmination, He is the highest goal” (Ka. I. iii. 10-11). 
The very senses etc., that were spoken of as the horses etc., in 
the imagery of the chariot are (to be understood as) spoken of 
here in this text as well, so that the fault of giving up the 
subject-matter under discussion and taking up something else, 
not within purview, may not arise. Of these, the words senses, 
mind, and intellect occur in common in the preceding and 
present texts. The sense-objects, namely such things as ‘sound 
and the rest, were mentioned as the road for the senses, con- 
ceived of as horses. They (the objects) are higher than the 
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senses, in accordance with the fact well known in the Upanisad 
(Br. III. ii. 1-6) that the senses are the grabas and the sense- 
objects are the ati-grabas.t The mind is superior to the sense- 
objects, for the interactions between the sense-organs and sense- 
objects are based on the mind. The intellect is superior to the 
mind, for the objects of experience approach the experiencer 
by riding on the intellect. That great soul (mahan Gtma) that is 
higher than the intellect (Ka. I. iii. 10) is presented in the words, 
“Know the Self (atm) as the master of the chariot” (Ka. I. 
ili. 3). 

How? 

Because the word Sclf (atma@) is used, and because the 
experiencer can reasonably be supcrior to the objects of 
experience. Further Its greatness is justifiable because It is the 
master. Or by the phrase mahan atma (Ka. I. 11. 10) is meant 
here the intellect of the first-born Hiranyagarbha which is the 
highest basis of the intellects of all beings in accordance with 
the Smru, “That which is read of by the learned people as 
mind (i.e. the power of thinking), pervasive, presentiment (i.e. 
power of determining the future), soul, the refuge (of all 
enjoyable things), intellect (power of determining the present), 
(power of) fame, (power of) rulership, intuition (of things of 
all times), (power of) expression, consciousness, memory (of 
all the past)” (Mbh. XIII. x. 11), and in accordance with the 
Upanisad, “He who created Hiranyagarbha in the beginning and 
transmitted the Vedas to Him” (Sv. VI. 18). That (cosmic 
intellect) was mentioned there in the earlier verse by the simple 
word intellect; and therefore to make the idea clearer, it is 
mentioned here separately (in its cosmic aspect); for that intel- 
lect too is justly higher than ours. But on this interpretation, 
according to which the word Purusa in the latter text (Ka. I. 
ili. 11) is accepted as implying the supreme Self, the individual 
soul which is the master of the chariot becomes enumerated 
ipso facto, for in reality there is no difference between the 
supreme Self and the soul identified with the intellect. So the 


?Graba is that which perceives, hence an organ. Atigraba is that which 
is greater than a graba, hence sense-objects determining the nature of the 
perception. 
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body alone, among those (six) factors (Ka. I. iii. 3-4) is left 
over. With a view to leading to the realization of the supreme 
state, the Upanisad (Ka. I. iii. 10-11) goes on enumerating 
seriatim those other factors themselves that were being discussed 
(in Ka. I. iii. 3-4). While engaged thus, the Upanisad (after 
pairing off the others), points out the remaining factor, viz 
body occurring in the earlier passage (Ka. I. ili. 3), by the 
remaining factor, viz avyakta in the present text (Ka. I. m1. 11). 
This is how we understand it. For what is sought here to be 
taught is the realization of the identity with Brahman, which 1s 
the inmost Self, by the experiencer (i.e. the individual soul) 
who is under ignorance and is associated with body, senses, 
mind, intellect, and experiences of sense-objects. This is done 
for him by chalking out the path of liberation from the worldly 
state with the help of the comparison of the body and the rest 
with a chariot etc. Thus it is that the place of Vishnu is spoken of 
as difficult of approach in the verse: “He 1s hidden in all beings; 
and hence He does not appear as the Self of all. But by the 
seers of subtle things, He is seen through a pointed and fine 
intellect” (Ka. I. iii. 12). Then Yoga meant for its realization 1s 
revealed in: “The discriminating man should merge that mind 
into the cognizing self; he should merge the cognizing self into 
the mahin aitma (great soul); he should merge the great soul 
into the peaceful Self” (I. iii. 13). The idea implied is this: “He 
should merge the organ of speech into the mind” means that he 
should give up all the external activities of the organs of speech 
etc., and continue to act only through the mind; and because 
the mind also has a tendency to think of objects, he should 
discover the defect inherent in thinking of pros and cons, and 
then he should hold the mind confined steadfastly in the intel- 
lect that has the faculty of determination and is referred to by 
the term “cognizing self”. That intellect, again, he should with- 
draw into the great soul, the experiencer, or into the acute intel- 
lect, sharpened through meditation. The great soul is, however, 
to be established by him in the peaceful Self, in the supreme 
Purusa under consideration, that is to say, in the “highest goal” 
(Ka. I. ui. 11). Thus when we run through the context, preced- 
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ing and succeeding, there remains no scope for Pradhana pointed 
out by others. 


qed FT Aeecard uz 
q Rather Ter the subtle TT-WScaY for it deservcs that. 


2. Rather the subtle (causal state) is meant (by avyakta), for 
it deserves that epithet. 


It has been said that on the strength of the context and the 
method of residue the word avyakta refers to the body and 
not Pradhana. But the dowbt arises now: How can the body be 
called avyakta (unmanifest)? For from the fact of its grossness, 
the body deserves the term manifest all the more, whereas the 
term unmanifest (avyakta) is meant for something indistinct (or 
undeveloped). 

Hence the answer is being offered: But here the subtle one— 
the body in its causal state—is sought to be spoken of; for the 
subtle (cause) deserves to be mentioned by the word unmani- 
fest. Though this body is gross and cannot in itself be called 
unmanifest, still the subtle elements from which it is produced 
can be called unmanifest. And the word denoting the material 
cause is seen to apply to its product also as for instance in, “The 
Soma juice is to be mixed with the cows (i.e. cow’s milk)” 
(R. V. IX. xlvi. 4). The Upanisadic text, “This universe was then 
undifferentiated” (Br. I. iv. 7) also shows that this very world, 
diversified through names and forms, was in the beginning in 
a state of latency, devoid of differentiation into names and forms, 
and hence fit to be called undifferentiated. 


aqeaAcaTeAa Walt 


aq-ritrarg Being dependent on that, TT AY it serves some 
purpose. 


3. (Avyakta is not Pradhina) because it is dependent on that 
(God); (but this avyakta bas to be admitted as) it serves some 


purpose. 
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The opponent argues here: If it be admitted that when in the 
beginning the world was in its causal state, and remained undif- 
ferentiated through names and forms it was fit to be called 
unmanifest, and if it be held that in a similar state the body 
also could be called unmanifest, then that amounts to an admis- 
sion of the theory of Pradhana as the cause; for the primordial 
(undifferentiated) state of this very universe is called Pradhana. 

Vedantin: To this it is said: Should we admit some primal 
state as an independent cause of the world, we shall be opening 
the door for the theory of Pradhana as the cause. But this primal 
state is held by us to be subject to the supreme Lord, but not 
as an independent thing. That state has to be admitted, because 
it serves a purpose. Without that latent state, the creatorship of 
God cannot have any meaning, inasmuch as God cannot act 
without His power (of Maya), and without that latent state, 
the absence of birth for the freed souls cannot be explained.” 

Why? 

Because liberation comes when the potential power (of 
Maya) is burnt away by knowledge. That potential power, 
constituted by nescience, is mentioned by the word unmanifest. 
It rests on God, and is comparable to magic. It is a kind of deep 
slumber in which the transmigrating souls sleep without any 
consciousness of their real nature. This thing, that is avyakta, 
is sometimes referred to by the word space, as stated in the text, 
“By the Immutable, O Gargi, is (the unmanifest) space per- 
vaded” (Br. III. viii. 11). Sometimes it is called the immutable as 
in, “Higher than the higher immutable” (Mu. II. i. 2); sometimes 
it is called Maya as in, “Know Maya to be Nature and the 
master of Maya to be the great God” (Sv. IV. 10). That Maya 
is surely unmanifest, for it can neither be ascertained as real 
nor as unreal. This is why it has been stated that “Avyakta is 
higher than mahat” (Ka. I. iii. 11); for if the cosmic intelligence 
of Hiranyagarbha be meant by the word mabat, then avyakta, is 
higher than mahbat, for mabat springs from the former. If, 
however, the individual being be the meaning of mabhat (vide 


*That power of Maya has to be admitted whose presence makes birth, 
death etc., possible, and whose cessation brings about liberation. 
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end of commentary on I. iv. 1), still the statement, “Avyakta 
is higher than mahat’’, is admissible, since the state of becoming 
an individual creature depends on the influence of avyakta 
(Maya) acting as a limiting adjunct. For ignorance is avyakta; 
and it is because of the possession of ignorance by the individual 
soul that all kinds of empirical behaviour continue for ever. 
This superiority to mabhat, that avyakta has, is also fancied in the 
case of its modification, the body itself, by thinking of them as 
figuratively identical. Although the organs are as much the pro- 
ducts of avyakta as the body, still the identity is figuratively 
fancied in the case of the body alone, whence it is spoken of as 
avyakta, the organs having already been referred to by their 
own names, and the body alone having been Jeft over (to be 
paired off with avyakta).® 

Pseudo-V edantin: Others explain that the bodies are of two 
kinds—gross and fine. The gross one is what is directly per- 
ceived, and the fine will be referred to later on in, “The soul 
goes out of the body, enveloped with the subtle parts of the 
elements, with a view to obtaining a fresh body; so it is known 
from the question and answer in the scripture” (B. S. III. i. 1). 
Both these bodies were equally described earlier as the chariot. 
But the fine body is mentioned here by the word avyakta; for 
the fine deserves that epithet. And since all behaviour, asso- 
ciated with bondage or freedom is “dependent on this” fine 
body, it is higher than the individual being. This is just like 
saying that the sense-objects are higher than the senses owing 
to the dependence of the senses on their objects. 

Vedantin: But they have to answer this question: Since in 
the earlier text both the bodies were described in common as 
the chariot, and since both are equally under discussion here in 
the latter text, and both remain to be enumerated (i.e. paired 
off), why should the fine body alone be mentioned here and 
not the gross? 

Pseudo-Vedantin: We can only interpret the meaning of 
what is stated by the scripture, but cannot question it. And the 


* The senses etc. are mentioned in Ka. I. iii. 3-4 and I. iti. 10, and the 
gross body in Ka. I. iti. 3. 
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word used by the scripture is avyakta, which can mean only 
the fine and not the reverse, that being vyakta (manifest). 

Vedantin : Not so, for the meaning has to be determined by 
keeping the unity of purport in view. Not that these words, 
mentioned earlier and later, can convey any sense without 
getting connected through a common purport, for that will 
lead to the fault of giving up something under discussion and 
taking up something extraneous. And unity of purport cannot 
exist unless the subsequent portion is connected with the earlier 
by way of completing some idea. Now since the completion 
of the idea requires the consideration of both the bodies equally, 
the unity of purport itself will be vitiated, unless the relation- 
ship between the two (earlier and later) parts be admitted in 
accordance with this requirement. In that case how can the 
meaning of any scriptural expression be understood? Besides, it 
is not to be thought thus: “The fine body is mentioned here 
because it is difficult to be purified;* but the gross one is so 
palpably repugnant that it can be easily purified, and hence it 
is not mentioned.” For the purification of anything is not 
intended to be spoken of here, inasmuch as no verb occurs here 
to enjoin purification. But since “the highest place of Visnu” 
(Ka. I. ii. 9) was pointed out in the immediately preceding 
verse, the question arises, “What is it?” Hence the intention 
here (Ka. I. i. 11) is to speak of that place. Accordingly, it is 
pointed out in succession that a certain thing is higher than the 
one preceding it; and then it is declared, “There is nothing 
higher than Purusa” (ibid.). However we lose nothing by 
accepting any one of these two points of view, since both are 
calculated to demolish the inferred entity, Pradhana. So it may 
well be as you put it. 


WF ACAAAAT A UV 
@q And T Wt-AIAATT owing to the non-mention of being 
known. 


4. And because (avyakta is) not mentioned as an entity to 
be known. 


* Ascertained that it is not the Self, that is to say eliminated. 
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Pradhana is presented in the Samkhya Smyti as a thing to be 
known, since according to them, freedom (or the detachment of 
the soul from Nature) ensues from knowing the difference 
between the guwmas (that constitute Pradhana) and purusa (soul). 
One cannot know the purusa to be different from the three 
gunas, unless one has known the nature of the gumas. And at 
places they mention Pradhana as a thing to be known for the 
sake of acquiring supernatural powers. But here in the Upa- 
nisad, this avyakta is not mentioned as a thing to be known, the 
term avyakta being used as a mere epithet. There is no other 
text to show that avyakia is either to be known or adored. 
Moreover, it cannot be upheld that the knowledge of the term 
avyakta itself can lead to some fruitful human result even though 
it be not enjoined as such in any scripture; (for that alone can 
be understood as a thing to be known which has been enjoined 
as such). From this point of view also, Pradhdna is not referred 
to by the word avyakta. Our standpoint, on the contrary is 
beyond cavil, since according to us this word avyakta is used 
with a view to revealing the state of Visnu by a process of fol- 
lowing the comparison of the body etc., with the chariot etc. 


qactfa Wa otal fe THONG nyN 


(The Upanisad) qafa does speak xf aq if this be the con- 
tention # not so; fg because yr: the conscious Self (stands out) 
THON from the context. 


5. If it be argued that the Upanisad does mention Pradhana 
(by the word avyakta), we say: No, for the conscious Self is 
understood from the context. 


Here the Samkbya says: The aphorism, “And because avyakta 
is not mentioned as an entity to be known”, remains unproved. 

How? 

For later on we hear of Pradhina, mentioned by the word 
avyakta, as a thing to be known, in the text, “One becomes 
freed from the jaws of death by knowing that which is sound- 
less, touchless, colourless, undiminishing, and also tasteless, 
eternal, odourless, without beginning and without end, higher 
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than mabat, and ever constant” (Ka. I. iii. 15). Pradhana, pre- 
sented in this text for the sake of knowledge, conforms exactly 
to the Pradhana mentioned in the Smpti as being devoid of sound 
etc., and higher than mabat. Hence it is Pradhana that is declared 
here, and that, again, is pointed out by the word avyakta. 

Vedantin: To this we say: Pradhdna is not presented here as 
a thing to be known; on the contrary we understand that the 
conscious Self, which is the supreme Self, is presented here for 
realization. 

How is it so? 

From the context. It is the topic of the conscious Self that 
spreads out elaborately; because it is declared, “There is nothing 
higher than Purusa. He is the culmination, He is the highest 
goal” (Ka. I. 11. 11), and so on; and because by mentioning the 
inscrutability of the Self, the curiosity to know that very Self 
is roused by the text, “He is hidden in all beings, and hence He 
does not appear as the Self (of all)” (Ka. I. iii. 12); and because 
the control of the organs of speech etc., is enjoined for the sake 
of the knowledge of the Self alone in, “The discriminating man 
should merge (the organ of) speech into the mind” (Ka. I. iii. 
13); and because the result is the delivery from the mouth of 
death (Ka. I. iii. 15). For it is not held by the Samkhyas that one 
becomes freed by knowing Pradhana alone, their theory being 
that one becomes free by knowing the sentient soul. Besides, in 
all the Upanisads, such attributes as soundlessness etc., are 
vouched for the conscious Self alone. Hence it is not Pradhana 
that is the thing to be known here, nor is it meant by the word 
avyakta. 


TATRA ATHITTS: STRAT EI 


@ And yarny of the three gq only gqara: is the presentation 
vay thus q and seq: the question. 


6. And thus there is the presentation of three things alone, 
and the question also is concerned with them. 


An additional reason why Pradhana 1s neither meant by avyakta, 
nor is it a thing to be known Is that three things alone—Fire, 
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individual soul, and the supreme Self—are met with in this book, 
the Katha Upanisad, as things presented for being spoken of in 
conformity with the granting of the boons; and the question 
also relates to them. No other thing is asked for, nor is it pre- 
sented. Of these, the question about Fire is contained in, “O 
Death, such as you are, you know that Fire which leads to 
heaven. Of that you tell me who am full of faith” (Ka. I. i. 13). 
The question about the individual soul occurs in, “This doubt 
that arises consequent on the death of a man, some saying, ‘It 
exists’, and others saying, ‘It does not exist—I would know 
this under your instruction. Of all the boons this one is the 
third boon” (Ka. I. 1. 20). And the question about the supreme 
Self is contained in, “Tell me of that thing which you see as 
different from virtue, different from vice, different from these 
cause and effect, and different from the past and future” (Ka. 
I. 11. 14). In the answer also, Fire is spoken of in, “Death told 
him of the Fire that is the source of the world; the form and 
number of bricks” (Ka. I. i. 15); the individual soul is spoken 
of in the remote passage, “Well, O Gautama, I shall tell you of 
this secret, eternal Brahman, and also how the soul fares after 
death. Some souls enter the womb for acquiring bodies, and 
others follow the motionless, in accordance with their works 
and in conformity with their knowledge” (Ka. II. ii. 6-7); and 
Brahman is spoken of elaborately in the text starting with, “The 
intelligent Self is neither born nor does It die” (Ka. I. ii. 18). 
But there is no such question about Pradhdna; and since it has 
not been asked for, it has no need to be presented. 

To this the opponent says: Is the same Self that is inquired 
about in the question, “The doubt that arises consequent on 
the death of a man, some saying, ‘It exists’, others saying, ‘It 
does not exist?” (Ka. I. i. 20), again alludéd to in, “Tell me 
of that thing which you see as different from virtue, different 
from vice” etc. (Ka. I. ii. 14), or is a fresh question raised here 
that is different from the earlier one? 

What are you driving at? 

Should you say that the earlier question itself is alluded to, 
then there will be only two questions relating to Fire and the 
Self, the two questions about the Self having coalesced. Hence 
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it cannot be said that only three questions have been put. If, 
however, it is maintained that a fresh question has been raised 
here, then just as there is no harm in fancying any question 
outside the boons granted, so also there can be no harm in 
thinking that Pradhana is presented irrespective of any relevant 
question. 

Vedantin : With regard to this it is said: We do not, in that 
sense, imagine here (in Ka. I. ii. 14) any question outside the 
boons offered, for we are backed by the way the topic is started. 
It is noticeable that the course of the whole narration in the 
form of a talk between Death and Naciketas, as presented by 
the Katha Upanisad, has for its starting point the offer of the 
boons. Death granted three boons to Naciketas who had been 
dismissed by his father. Naciketas on his part, asked for his 
father’s mental composure through the first boon. Through 
the second boon he prayed for the knowledge of Fire. Through 
the third, he asked for the knowledge of the Self thus: “The 
doubt that arises consequent on the death of a man” etc. (Ka. 
[. i. 20). That this is the third boon is known from the indic- 
ative sign, “Of all the boons, this one is the third” (ibid.). Now 
if a fresh question is raised in, “... different from virtue” etc. 
(Ka. I. ii. 14), then the unity of purport (or consistency of the 
text) will be marred by the imagination of something outside 
the boons offered. 

Opponent: Since the subject-matter of the question is dif- 
ferent, the question itself must be new. The earlier question was 
about the individual soul, for therein was mentioned a doubt 
about existence and non-existence in the words, ““The doubt that 
arises consequent on the death of a man” etc. Besides, the individ- 
ual soul is within the range of virtue etc., so that it cannot be 
the subject of the question, “... different from virtue” etc. But 
the intelligent Self can be the subject-matter of the question, 
“... different from virtue” etc., that Self being beyond virtue 
etc. The modes of the questions are also noticed to be dissimilar; 
for the earlier question relates to existence and non-existence, 
whereas the latter relates to something beyond virtue etc. Hence 
from the absence of a recognition of identity, it follows that the 
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questions are different, and that it is not a fact that the earlier 
subject-matter is reverted to in the latter. 

Vedantin : No, for it is admitted that the individual soul and 
the intelligent Self are one. Had the individual soul been dif- 
ferent from the intelligent Self, then the question could have 
been different owing to a difference of subject-matter. But the 
difference is non-existent according to other Upanisadic texts, 
as for instance, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7). And here also 
the answer to the question, “... different from virtue” etc., is 
“The intelligent Self is never born, nor does It die” (Ka. I. i. 
18), which, through a denial of birth and death, reveals the 
identity of the embodied soul and the supreme Lord; and this is 
the fact that is sought to be established. A denial is appropriate 
when a certain possibility is under discussion. And that possi- 
bility is the birth and death that can occur to the embodied 
soul owing to its association with the body, but not to the 
supreme Lord. Similarly the text, “Having realized that great 
and all-pervading Self, with the help of which a man perctives 
the objects in both the sleeping and waking states, a wise man 
does not grieve” (Ka. II. i. 4), shows that one becomes freed 
from sorrow by contemplating on the greatness and pervasive- 
ness_ of. that very individual soul which witnesses the states of 
sleep and wakefulness; and there it refuses to show that the 
individual soul is different from the conscious Self. For it is the 
conclusion of the Upanisads that sorrow ends after the realiza- 
tion of the conscious Self. Similarly, a little later it is said, 
“What indeed is here is there; what is there is here likewise. He 
who sees as though there is difference here goes from death to 
death” (Ka. II. i. 10), which repudiates the idea of difference 
between the individual soul and the conscious Self. Similarly, 
after the question regarding the existence or non-existence of 
the individual soul, Death goes on tempting Naciketas by offer- 
ing various desirable things, as stated in the verses commencing 
with, “O Naciketas, ask for some other boon” (Ka. I. i. 21). But 
when Naciketas remains unmoved even under the temptation, 
Death shows to him the division between worldly prosperity and 
liberation as also the division between enlightenment and un- 
enlightenment. After that he ‘praises Naciketas by saying, “I 
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consider Naciketas to be an aspirant for knowledge, since the 
covetable things, multifarious though they are, did not tempt 
you” (Ka. I. ii. 4). Then praising his question also, Death says, 
“The intelligent man gives up happiness and sorrow by develop- 
ing concentration of mind on the Self and thereby meditating 
on the old Deity who is inscrutable, lodged inaccessibly, located 
in the intellect, and seated in the midst of (the body and senses 
which are a source of ) misery” (Ka. I. ii. 12). From this also 
it becomes obvious that what is sought to be spoken of here- 
is the non-difference of the individual soul and the conscious 
Self. If Naciketas had discarded the question for which he 
earned the high encomium of Death, and raised another ques- 
tion just after that appreciation, then all that praise would 
have been misplaced. Accordingly, “... different from virtue” 
etc, (Ka. I. ii. 14) only reiterates the question asked in, 
“The doubt that arises consequent on the death of a man” (Ka. 
I. i. 20). As for the assertion that the modes of the questions are 
different, that creates no difficulty; for the details about the 
earlier question are asked. The existence of the soul in dissocia- 
tion from the body was inquired into earlier, and of that very 
soul the state beyond birth and death is inquired into later on. 
For as long as ignorance does not vanish, so long there can be 
no going out of the range of virtue etc. and no cessation of the 
individuality of the soul. When this ignorance is removed, the 
individual soul is revealed to be nothing but the conscious Self 
in the text, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7). The thing itself 
is not affected in any way by the existence, continuance, or elimi- 
nation of ignorance. For instance, somebody mistaking a piece of 
rope lying in deep darkness to be a snake may run away from 
it, shaking with fear, and some one else may tell him, “Do not 
be afraid; this is not a snake, but simply a piece of rope.” Then 
on hearing this, the former gives up the fear of the snake as 
well as his shaking and retreat. But neither during the continu- 
ance of the idea of the snake, nor when it leaves, is the thing 
itself affected in any way. So also are we to understand here. 
From this it follows that the text, “The intelligent Self is neither 
born, nor does It die” (Ka. I. i. 18), and the succeeding texts 
17 
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stand as an answer to the question about the existence and non- 
existence (of the soul). But the aphorism is to be construed 
from the standpoint of a fancied difference between the individ- 
ual soul and the intelligent Self; for though the question is 
the same, still the earlier portion of the text can be imagined to 
be concerned with the individual soul, because the question 
about the Self during the state of departure from the body 
involves a doubt regarding merely the existence of the soul 
distinct from the body, and because its mundane aspect of being 
the agent of activity etc. still persists (in the questioner’s mind). 
But the later portion of the text relates to the conscious Self, 
since in it are described non-association with virtue etc. From 
this it is quite justifiable to think of Fire, the individual soul, 
and the supreme Self (as the subject-matters of the questions). 
But on the supposition of Pradhina, we can find no offering of 
boon, no question, and no answer. This is the difference. 


Head (oll 


7. And like mahat (avyakta does not signify any Samkbya 
category). 


The word mahat is used by the Samkhyas to mean Pradhana’s 
first evolved effect (viz intellect), which is endowed with a 
predominance of the quality of sattva (light, transparence, pure 
intelligence, etc.). But that meaning is not in evidence in Vedic 
uses, because the word ata (Self) is seen to be used (along 
with it) in such texts as, “The mahan atma (great soul) is higher 
than the intellect” (Ka. I. iii. 10); and also because of such texts 
as, “Having meditated on the dtma as maban (great) and perva- 
sive, the wise man does not grieve” (Ka. I. ii. 22);5 “I know this 
maban (great) Puruga beyond darkness”® (Sv. III..8). Just as 
mabat does not signify the pure intellect of the Sarhkhyas (in 
Vedic literature), so also the word avyakta cannot mean Pra- 
dbana in Vedic uses. For this reason also the inferred Pradhana 
has no Vedic authority. 


*This freedom from grief does not fit in with thoughts on mabat. 
°This transcendence of ignorance is not possible for 2abat. 
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AMAT ARNT NSU 


aaaaq As in the case of the bowl afaaryray special character- 
istics not having been stated. 


8. (The word aja does not refer to Pradhana), because special 
characteristics have not been stated as in the case of the boul. 


Opponent: The believer in Pradhana makes the rejoinder that 
Pradhana is not un-Vedic. 

Why? 

Because of the mantra text: “One aja (lit. birthless entity) 
while enjoying the aj@ (feminine of aja), lies by the side of that 
aja which has the variegated hues of red, white, and black, and 
which gives birth to many creatures akin to itself. But another 
aja discards her after enjoyment” (Sv. IV. 5). In this 7zantra the 
qualities of vajas (activity), sattva (intelligence), and tamas 
(inertia) are indicated by the words “red, white, and black”. 
The red is rajas, since it attracts; the white is sattva, since it is 
of the nature of light; and the black is tammas, for it hides. The 
state of their balance (i.e. Pradhana) is expressed through the 
qualities of the constituents—red, white, and black. The word 
aja is derived in the sense of one that has no birth, for it is 
declared, “Primordial Nature is changeless” (Sa. Ka. 3). 

Objection: Does not the word aja conventionally mean a 
she-goat? | 

Opponent: True, but that conventional meaning cannot be 
subscribed to here, since it is a context of philosophy. That 
Nature does produce many creatures, endowed with the three 
qualities of sattva, rajas, and tamas. “One aja’, that is to say, a 
purusa (conscious soul), while enjoying or while being delighted 
by that Nature, “lies by her side”, accepts that Nature as identi- 
cal with itself through ignorance, and transmigrates by becom- 
ing deluded by ideas of “I am happy, I am unhappy, I am 
unenlightened” etc., owing to its non-discrimination. “Another 
aja”, again, that is to say, another purusa whose power of dis- 
crimination has been aroused, becomes detached, and he discards 
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this Nature after having enjoyed her, gives her up when she has 
accomplished her task of furnishing experience and liberation, 
that is to say, he becomes free. Thus the postulation of Pradhana 
etc. by the followers of Kapila has a Vedic basis to be sure. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: It is not possible 
to find out a Vedic basis for the Sarhkhya theory by a reliance 
on this mantra; for this mantra, in its isolation from the context, 
cannot lend support to any theory. Inasmuch as primordial 
Nature (aj@) etc. can be established anywhere through some 
sort of manipulation, there is no special reason for emphasizing 
the fact that the theory of the Samkhyas alone is presented here. 
This is just as in the case of the bowl. To explain: As in the 
text, “There is a bow! that opens out at the bottom and bulges 
at the top” (Br. II. ii. 3), the bowl cannot be independently and 
definitely identified with any kind of bowl by name, for the 
fancying of an opening below etc. can be somehow applied to 
all kinds of things, similarly here also, this mantra, “one aja, 
while enjoying” etc. mentions no specific characteristic. And so 
it cannot be categorically asserted that Pradhana alone is meant 
by the word ajd in this mantra. 

Opponent: But in that text (Bry. II. ii. 3) a particular type 
of bowl is understood from the complementary portion: “The 
‘bow! that opens out at the bottom and bulges at the top’ is 
this head of ours, for it is a bowl that has its opening below 
and bulges at the top” (ibid.). But in what sense is this aja to 
be understood here? 

Vedantin : In answer to this we say: 


waRHAT FT aa DATA TH het 
q Certainly sa\fq:-s7#at (the source consists of) those 
counting from fire fg fer TaT so wa some ayaa read (of them). 


9. The aja certainly consists of the elements counting from 
fire, for some read of them as such. 


By this aja is to be understood the material source of the four 
classes of beings.? It sprang from the supreme Lord, and it 


*Born of eggs, moisture, uterus, and earth. 
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consists of the elements counting from fire, viz fire, water, and 
food (i.e. earth). The word tw (lit. but) is used to imply 
emphasis, (the meaning being), this aja is to be understood as 
consisting of the three elements, and not as constituted by the 
three attributes (of sattva, rajas, and tamas). 

Why so? 

For the followers of a certain Vedic recension read of the 
origin of fire, water, and food from the supreme Lord and then 
read of their colours as red etc.: “That red colour that the 
(gross) fire has is the colour of the (unmixed element) light; 
that which is the white colour (in the gross fire) is the colour 
of (unmixed) water; that which is the black colour (in the 
gross fire) is the colour of (unmixed) food” (Ch. VI. iv. 1). 
Those very fire, water, and food are found identically here as 
well, because of the common words “red” etc., and because the 
words “red” etc. primarily imply particular types of colour, and 
only figuratively imply the constituents of Pradhana. And they 
consider that an ambiguous passage should be understood with 
the help of something unambiguous. So also here (in the 
Svetasvatara Upanisad we read): “The teachers of Brahman 
say, ‘Is Brahman the cause (of the universe)?’?” Making the 
start with this, it is said, “They (the teachers of Brahman) 
entered into Brahman through the Yoga of meditation, saw the 
hidden power, existing identified with the Deity Himself and 
‘remaining hidden (i.e. superimposed on Brahman) together with 
its (three) constituents” (I. 1-3). Thus it is the power of the 
supreme Lord which creates this universe that we come across 
here in the very beginning of the text. Towards the end of the 
topic also that very power is met with in the text, “Know 
Maya to be Nature (material cause), and the master of Maya 
to be the great Lord” (Sv. IV. 10), and “He who, though one, 
presides over every source® (i.e. the power of ignorance)” (Sv. 
IV. 11). Hence it cannot be asserted that the mantra about the 
aja presents any independent Nature (material cause), called 
Pradhana. From the trend of the context it is held by us that 


® Maya, though one, has parts, constituting the limiting adjuncts of 
individuals. This Maya is not Pradhana, for Maya has only one ruler, 
God; but the Samkhyas believe in many purusas (souls). 
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this very divine power in which names and forms remain undif- 
ferentiated and which is the latent form of names and forms, 
is mentioned by this mantra (Sv. IV. 5) as well. But that power 
is spoken of as having a triple form, just because its products 
have a triple form. 

Opponent: How again from the three characteristics of fire, 
water, and food can we arrive at the aja (she-goat) which is 
different in form? For the shape of the aja (she-goat) is not 
present in fire, water, and food. Again, since the Upanisad 
mentions the birth of fire, water, and food, the word aja (in 
the sense of birthless) cannot apply to them just because of 
birthlessness. 

Vedantin : Hence the answer is being given: 


aeqaqeata Aeafaqafactey: Noll 


q And HOTAT-SIVATT since that is an instruction in the form 


of an imagery WI-Is- aT as in the case of honey etc., afazr7: 
there is no contradiction. 


10. And since this is an instruction in the form of an imagery, 
just as in the case of honey etc., therefore there is no incon- 


gruity. 


The word aja is not used from the point of view of the form 
of a she-goat (aja), nor is it used in the derivative sense (of 
that which is unborn). 

How is it used then? 

“This is an instruction in the form of an imagery”; the anal- 
ogy to a she-goat is taught here about the (material) source of 
all things—moving and immobile—that consists of fire, water, 
and food. Thus even as in the world, there may perchance be a 
she-goat (aja), red, white, and black in colour, with kids, many 
in number and of similar constitution with hers, and some he- 
goat (aja) may lie by her, while some other may discard her 
after enjoyment, similarly this source of all elements (i.e. Maya), 
consisting of fire, water, and food, and having three colours, 
gives birth to many products that are similar to her. She is 
enjoyed by the unenlightened knower of the body (i.e. the 
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individual soul) and discarded by the enlightened one. But it is 
not to be assumed that since one soul lies by her, while another 
discards, therefore there emerges a real difference among the 
souls as is upheld by the others (Sarhkhyas). For this is not an 
attempt at establishing any difference among the souls; rather 
this is an attempt at explaining the mechanism of bondage and 
freedom. This process of bondage and freedom is explained by 
taking the help of the commonsense difference (among souls). 
This difference, however, is a creation of limiting adjuncts; and 
is conjured up by false ignorance. It is not real as is shown in 
such Upanisadic texts as: “The one single Deity lies hidden in 
all beings. He is all-pervasive and the inmost soul of all” (Sv. 
VI. 11). This is analogous to honey etc. Just as the sun, which 
is not honey, is thought of as honey (Ch. III. i); or as the organ 
of speech which is not a cow, is fancied to be a cow (Br. V. 
viii); or as heaven and other things, which are not fire, are 
imagined to be fire (Ch. V. iv-vili; Br. VI. ii. 9); so here also, 
like these and other similar instances, something (viz Maya), 
that is not a she-goat, is thought of to be a she-goat. This is 
the idea. Therefore it is nothing incongruous to apply the word 
she-goat to fire, water, and food (i.e. earth). 


Topic 3: STATEMENT OF NUMBER 


qT Tearauses arantarefatarsy gen 


a Not afq even TIT-STAWSN on the strength of the mention 
of number, arat-wrarq because the entities are disparate q and 


afatarq there is an excess. 


11. Not even on the strength of the mention of number can 
Pradhana have Vedic sanction, because the entities are disparate, 
and they involve an excess. 


Though the mantra, having a reference to the she-goat, has 
thus been disposed of, still the Sa#kbya comes forward with 
another mantra. In the mantra, “That in which the pajica pafica- 
janab (five of the quintuplet) and space are placed, that very Self 
I regard as the immortal Brahman. Having known (Brahman), 
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I am immortal” (Br. IV. iv. 17), we hear of pafica panicajanab. 
In this phrase one number five is heard of in connection with 
another number five; for the word five is used twice. So these 
quintuplets taken five times make up twenty-five. And the 
number of things that can be enumerated as twenty-five corre- 
sponds exactly to the number of the categories mentioned by the 
Sarhkhyas, as in, “Primordial Nature is the undifferentiated 
(category); seven, counting from mahat, are both sources (of 
others) and are (themselves) modifications (of Nature); and 
sixteen are the evolved products.® But purusa is neither a source 
nor a modification of it” (Samkhya-Kéarika, 3). Since the 
number twenty-five, known from the Upanisad, stands for 
the twenty-five categories, therefore Pradhana and the rest come 
to have Vedic authority again. 

Vedantin: Therefore we say: No hope of Vedic sanction of 
Pradhana and the rest should be entertained “even from the 
mention of number”. 

Why? 

Because the entities are disparate. For these twenty-five 
(Samkhya) categories are diverse indeed; they do not have five 
common qualities to form five groups, in which case alone one 
could have split up the number twenty-five afresh into five 
divisions of five each. For such numerals as two and the rest 
are not applied to divergent things that do not display some 
unifying common factor. If, however, it be maintained that 
(there is no grouping in that sense), but the mere number 
twenty-five is indicated here with the help of its component 
numbers, as for instance a drought continuing for twelve years 1s 
described thus: “Indra did not pour rain for five and seven years”; 
that too is unjustifiable. The weakness of such a view is that one 
has to resort to an indirect indication. Moreover, the second word 
paiica here combines with jana to form the compound word 
pancajanab, which is known to be a single word from its way 


*Seven modifications—zmahat (i.e. intellect), egoism, and five subtle 
elements (space, air, fire, water, earth); they are both modifications and 
sources. Mahbat evolves from Pradhana and evolves into egoism. The 
subtle elements evolve from egoism and evolve into gross elements. The 
sixteen evolved products are the five gross elements and the eleven organs. 
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of pronunciation according to Bhasika rules (about pronun- 
ciation) with (or without) accent on the last vowel alone. 
Besides, from another use also, “O oblation, I take you up in 
honour of the payica paficajanas (five deities), (so that this 
body of mine which is like an instrument for the gods and 
which is the basis of enjoyment here and hereafter may remain 
unimpaired)” (Tai. Sa. I. vi. 1.2), we know it to be a single 
word uttered in the same breath and having a single case-ending. 
Besides, since one five forms a compound word (with jana), 
there can be no such repetition of five (as “five fives’”).!° 
Accordingly, we cannot have two fives (or ten). Nor can be 
one number five be joined to another number five, for an 
attributive word cannot take another adjective.}! 

Opponent: May it not be that the word janab (entities), 
with the number five already construed with it, is qualified 
again by the number five, so that janab can appear as twenty- 
five in number, just as it is in the case of panca pancapilyab, 
where twenty-five pieces of grass are understood.?? 

Vedantin: We say, no. The term pafcapili, being an instance 
of a compound term signifying a group (i.e. a bundle of five 
pieces of grass), the curiosity arises about a qualifying numeral: 
“How many bundles?” And hence we get a phrase, “five of the 
bundles of five grass pieces (each)”. But here, in the very use, 
pancajanab (five entities), (which is not a samabara-dvigu),'® 
the qualifying numeral (five) being already present, no curiosity 


“the patica of paficajanab cannot be detached to be construed separately 
with pajica (five) to make twenty-five. 

“Even if pafcajanab be not a compound word, so that its pazica can 
be treated separately, still one pafica cannot qualify the other paiica, 
since both are numerals qualifying janab. Even if the two fives are 
construed with janaéb we get only ten janab. 

“8 Paficajanab is not a compound. But five is not connected with another 
five directly, nor are both fives construed separately with janab. One five 
is first joined to janab, and this phrase is then qualified by another five, 
thus making 25 janab. 

*In pancapuli we have the samabara-dvigu compound (with a numeral 
in the first part); and so 7 is added at the end (Pa. Su. II. i. 52, IV. i. 21). 
But in paiicajanab there is no 4 at the end, which fact clearly shows that 
it is not a dvigu compound. 


266 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA (I.iv.11 


about any numerical determination arises; and hence panca 
paticajanab cannot be a numerical determination. If payica be 
still a numeral adjective, (the first) five will qualify the second 
five (and not janab).14 The consequent defect (that one adjec- 
tive cannot qualify another) has already been pointed out. 
“And since they involve an excess”, the twenty-five categories 
are not meant; for the number twenty-five is exceeded by the 
Self and space (which would make the number twenty-seven). 
Of these two, the Self is here mentioned as the receptacle hold- 
ing others; for the entity indicated by the locative case in yasmin 
(in which) is referred back as the Self in, “that very Self I 
regard”!5 (Br. IV. iv. 17). The Self is the conscious Purusa 
(all-pervasive entity). Since that Purusa is already included (by 
the Samkhyas) among the twenty-five (categories), that Purusa 
cannot be both the container and thing contained. Again, if the 
Self be taken in some other sense, the number of categories will 
still be exceeded. This militates against the Sarmkhya theory. 
Similarly, it is not proper to enumerate space separately by say- 
ing, “and space is placed”, it having been already included in 
the twenty-five (categories). If some other meaning be given to 
it, the accruing defect has been pointed out already. Why, again, 
from hearing the mere number twenty-five should one jump to 
the twenty-five categories that are not talked of? For the word 
jana does not conventionally mean a (Sarhkhya) category, and 
the number can be justified in some other sense as well. 
Opponent: How would you then explain, pafica pancajanab? 
The answer is: According to the special rule of grammar, 
“Words denoting direction (or quarter) and number are com- 
bined with nouns to form terminologies’!® (Pa. Sa. II. 1. 50), 
the word pavica is combined with jana to give rise to a technical 
term. So some beings, called pavicajanab are meant in a conven- 
tional sense, and not the categories of the Samnkhyas. When the 


*For as shown, janab has its own numeral adjective. 

#* “That in which the five of the quintuplet and space are placed, that 
very Self I regard as the immortal Brahman.” 

° Daksindgni (lit. the south-fire, ie. the fire having that name), 
Saptarsis (i.e. a group of seven well-known sages, who are also conceived 
of as the seven stars of the Great Bear). 
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curiosity arises to know how many they are, the word five is 
added again to it. There are some entities (conventionally) 
called a quintuplet (pafcajanab), and they are five in number. 
This is just as one might say, “The saptarsis!? (seven-fsis) are 
seven”. 

Who, again, constitute that quintuplet? 

That is being answered: 


STONTAT ATARI WLR 


sr-atragq: The vital force and the rest AT-T ATT from the 
complementary passage. 


12. The vital force and the rest (are the pancajanab), (as is 
known) from the complementary passage. 


In the verse, following “That in which five of the quintu- 
plet” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 17), the five entities—vital force and the 
rest—are enumerated for the sake of ascertaining the nature of 
Brahman: “Those who have known the Vital Force of the vital 
force, the Eye of the eye, the Ear of the ear, the Food of food 
and the Mind of the mind, (have realized the ancient, primordial 
Brahman)” (Br. madhyandina recension IV. iv. 21). On account 
of proximity, the ones enumerated in the complementary passage 
are meant by the quintuplet. 

Opponent: How, again, can the word jana (lit. person) be 
used with regard to the vital force and the rest? 

Vedantin: Wow can it either be used with regard to the 
Samkhya categories? Since either of the two interpretations 
involves a transgression of common usage, the vital force etc. 
must be accepted on the strength of the complementary passage. 
And the vital force etc. become fit to be referred to by the word 
jana (person) by virtue of their association with a synonym of 
jana (viz purusa). Moreover, the word purusa, which is a 
synonym of jaa, is used to denote the vital force etc. in, ““These 
are in fact the five persons of Brahman (Brabmapurusab)” (Ch. 


Which does not mean seven times seven, or forty-nine rsis, but 
simply seven rsis constituting the group called Saptarsis. 
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III. xiii. 6). There is also the brabmana text, “The vital force is 
the father, the vital force is the mother” (Ch. VII. xv. 1). 
Besides, on the strength of the formation of the compound, the 
whole phrase can well be a conventional term without any 
contradiction. 

Opponent : How can a conventional sense be accepted in the 
absence of earlier usage? 

Vedantin : The answer is: It can be so as in the case of the 
words uwdbhid etc. When a word with an unfamiliar import is 
used in the proximity of words of familiar meaning, its meaning 
is determined by that association itself, as in, “One (desiring 
animals) should endeavour to acquire the desired result by 
sacrificing ‘through udbbid’18”, “He splits the sacrificial stake!®”, 
“He prepares an altar?®”, Similarly, this word paficajanah, being 
understood on the strength of the formation of the compound 
to stand for the name of something, raises an inquiry about the 
thing it names, and thereby it points to the vital force etc. 
occurring in the complementary passage. 

Some explain that the pagicajanas are the gods, manes, Gan- 
dharvas, devils, and demons, while others accept the four castes 
with the Nisddas (i.e. Brahmana’s sons by Sidra wives) as the 
fifth. In some places, again, the word pavicajanab is found in 
the sense of creatures, as in, “(It is but proper) that assuming 
the form of a human being, born of the pavicajanab (i.e. crea- 
tures), He created calls for the invocation of Indra” (R. V. 
VIII. liii. 7). No incongruity arises even if we accept any of 
these senses. But when the teacher Vyasa says, “The vital force 
and the rest are the paficajanab as is known from the comple- 
mentary passage”, he wants to show that the twenty-five 
categories are not to be understood here. 


* Though udbbid may mean other things in other contexts, the asso- 
ciation, obvious in “by sacrificing”, points out that it is the name of the 
sacrifice itself. 

From association with “splitting”, the word “stake” here means some 
timber fit to be shaped into a stake. 

™“Altar” here means not the finished altar, but some sacrificial place 
yet to be sanctified, which meaning follows from its association with the 
word “prepares”. 
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Opponent: The vital force and the rest can be the pavicajanab 
for the followers of the Madhyandina recension who read of 
food along with the vital force etc. But how will the followers 
of the Kanva recension get their pavicajanab, who do not read 
of food in their enumeration of the vital force etc.? 

Hence the answer is being given (by the Vedantin): 


STATHAAICTA ULB 


(The number is filled up) satfrar by light vaqtqy for some 
aq aafa when food is not present. 


13. For the followers of some recension, the number five has 
to be made up with light in the absence of food. 


Although the followers of the Kanva recension miss food, 
their quintuplet is made up of light (fire), for in the verse, 
“Upon that immortal Light of all lights the gods meditate as 
longevity” (Br. IV. iv. 16), which precedes the verse, “That in 
which the five pajicajandb” etc., they read of light for the very 
purpose of determining the nature of Brahman. 

Opponent : How, again, can this light, read of equally in both 
the recensions, be accepted for some but not for others as having 
been referred to by the number five, occurring in the same 
verse? 

The answer (of the Veddantin) is being given by saying that 
this is owing to a difference in necessity. In the case of the 
Madhyandinas, the quintuplet consists of the vital force and the 
rest. They being all present in the same verse, there is no need 
to turn to light occurring in another verse. But since in the 
case of the Kanvas, these are not so present, the need arises for 
taking the help of light. And although the mantra about the 
light is the same, light is accepted or not according to the dif- 
ference of need. This is just like the acceptance or non-accep- 
tance of (the sacrificial vessel called) Sodasin, on the basis of a 
difference of injunction, although the Atiratra sacrifice (in 
which the vessel is used) is the same.?! 


=" The opponent may say that in Atiratra we are concerned with action, 
where alternatives are admissible, but not so when the knowledge of 
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Thus, in any case, there is no familiar mention (1.e. sanction) 
of Pradhana in the Upanisads. As for familiarity through Smrti 
and reasoning, that will be repudiated in future. 


Topic 4: CAUSALITY 


RUCAT AHAMfay TATSATElH: ULI: 


q And acueaa as the cause ararentay in respect of space 
and the rest, qqr-eqqfag-ga : It having been spoken of in all the 
Upanisads as in any one. 


14. (Brahman is presented by all the Upanisads); for as the 
cause of space and the rest, Brahman is spoken of in all the 
Upanisads just as It is in any one of them. 


Opponent: The characteristics of Brahman have been shown 
(B. S. I. i. 2); and the uniformity of knowledge of Brahman 
in all the Upanisads has also been proved (I. i. 10). Morcover, 
it has been established that Pradhana is not mentioned by the 
Upanisads (I. iv. 1). Now in that connection another objection 
is being raised. It cannot be proved either that Brahman ts the 
cause of the universe or that the texts of the Upanisads lead to 
an identical knowledge of Brahman. 

Why? 

On account of the divergence that comes to view. The crea- 
tion in every Upanisad seems to be divergent, owing to the 
difference in the order etc. (of creation). For instance, at one 
place creation is described as starting with space: “From the 
Self emerged space” (Tai. II. 1). At some place it starts with 
light: “That Existence (Brahman) created light” (Ch. VI. ii. 3). 
At another place, creation has the vital force at its head: “He 
created the vital force; and from the vital force He created 
faith” (Pr. VI. 4). At still another place the cmergence of the 
worlds is recounted irrespective of any order: “He created these 
worlds—heaven, interspace, the earth, the nether world” (Ai. I. 


things is concerned. The answer will be that hcre also we are concerned 
with the act of meditation, in which Brahman becomes an object, thought 
of as the abode of five things, viz Prana etc. and cither food or light. 
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i. 2). Similarly at some places we read of creation starting from 
non-existence. “In the beginning all this was but non-existence. 
From that sprang existence” (Tai. II. vii), and “This was but non- 
existence in the beginning. That became existence. That became 
ready to be manifest”?? (Ch. III. xix. 1). At some places the 
theory of creation from nothing is refuted, and creation from 
existence is asserted. For instance, starting with, “With regard 
to that some say that the universe was non-existence before 
creation’, it is stated, “ ‘But how can this be so, O amiable one?’ 
he said, ‘How can existence emerge out of non-existence? This 
was but existence, to be sure, in the beginning’” (Ch. VI. ii. 
1-2). The evolution of the universe is stated at some places to be 
spontaneous: “In the beginning this was undifferentiated. That 
became differentiated into name and form only” (By. I. iv. 7). 
Thus since there are many such opposing ideas, and since a 
thing in itself is not paradoxical, it is not proper to hold that the 
Upanisads are concerned with any definite ascertainment of the 
cause of the universe. But in consonance with the theory, well 
recognized by the Smrtis and reasoning, it is proper to accept 
some other thing as the cause. 

Vedantin: Under such circumstances we say: Although the 
Upanisads are individually at variance in the matter of the order 
of creation etc. of space and other things, they have no dif- 
ference as regards the Creator. 

How? 

Because all the other Upanisads declare just what any one of 
them does. In the very same way that the omniscient, omnip- 
otent, omnipresent, the One without a second is declared in 
any one of the Upanisads as the cause, so in that very way is 
that One declared in the other Upanisads. Take for instance the 
text: “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. II. i). By 


=™The Vedantic interpretation of these two texts are: (1) This universe 
of name and form did not exist as such before its manifestation; it 
remained in a causal state without the differentiation of name and form. 
From that state emerged the gross universe as we see it. (2) The universe 
remained identified with Brahman before creation. In that causal state 
came a stir, as it were; and then from that emerged a sprout, as it were, 
the very first subtle state of creation. 
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the use of the term knowledge in this text and by speaking of 
“wishing” by It in a subsequent passage (Tai. II. vi), Brahman 
is ascertained as Consciousness; and God is spoken of as the 
cause by virtue of not being dependent on others (ibid.). By 
using the word Self with regard to Him subsequently, and by 
placing (The Self) successively inner and inner in a series of 
sheaths, counting from this body, He is shown to be the inmost 
Self of all (Tai. II. ii-v). By teaching how the Self became 
many, in the text, “He wished, let me be many, let me be 
born” (Tai. II. vi), it is stated that the mutable, created things 
are non-different from the Creator. Similarly by declaring the 
creation of the entire universe in the text, “He created all this 
that exists’ (Tai. II. vi), the Upanisad asserts that a single 
Creator without a second existed before creation. The character- 
istics under which Brahman is known here as the cause, are 
exactly the same as those under which It is known in other 
Upanisads as well: “In the beginning, O amiable one, all this 
was but Existence (Brahman)—one without a second” (Ch. VI. 
ii. 1); “He saw (or deliberated), ‘I shall become many, I shall 
be born’. He created light” (Ch. VI. u. 3). Similarly, “In the 
beginning, all this was but the Self—one without a second. 
Nothing else winked. He saw (or deliberated), ‘Let me create 
the worlds’” (Ai. I. i. 1). In this way (there is no disagreement 
about the creator) since the texts of this kind, which ascertain 
the nature of the cause, are not at variance in any one of the 
Upanisads. But difference is noticed in the case of the products 
—for instance, sometimes creation starts with space, sometimes 
with light, and so on. But just because there is a difference as 
regards the products, it cannot be asserted that Brahman is not 
the intended purport of all the Upanisads even though It is 
known as the cause from all of them without any doubt. For 
such an assertion will lead to unwarranted conclusions.?* The 
teacher (Vyasa) will reconcile the variations, so far as the pro- 
ducts are concerned, under the aphorisms starting with, “Space is 
not created, as it is not so stated in the Upanisads” (II. iii. 1). Or 


™The opponent argues: “The cause must be doubtful, since the effects 
are so.” The Vedantin can say: “Dreams differ and they are false; should 
then the dreamer also be different and false?” 
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divergences may well be there in the case of the effects, for they 
are not the things sought to be taught. Not that all these forms 
of manifestation, that creation is, are sought to be propounded 
(by the Upanisads); for no human goal is seen or heard of in 
the Upanisads as remaining linked up with them: nor can this 
be imagined to be so, for in those respective places, they are 
seen to combine with the texts about Brahman to convey a 
single unified idea. This is what the Upanisad also shows: “O 
amiable one, with the help of this sprout that food is, search out 
its root that is water. With the help of this sprout that water 
is, O amiable one, search out the root that fire is. With the help 
of this sprout that fire is, O amiable one, search out the root 
that Existence is” (Ch. VI. viii. 4). Besides, we can understand 
that when the Upanisad speaks of the forms of manifestation 
etc. in extenso, the intention is to declare the non-difference of 
the effects from the cause with the help of such illustrations as 
clay (Ch. VI. 1. 46). And this 1s what people versed in the 
Vedantic tradition say: “The creation that is taught divergently 
with the help of clay, tron, sparks, etc. is only a means for 
inculcating the knowledge of Brahman; but there is no diversity 
whatsoever” (Ma. Ka. III. 15). But the result associated with 
the realization of Brahman is heard of in, “The knower of 
Brahman attains the supreme (Brahman)” (Tai. II. i), “The 
knower of the Self transcends sorrow” (Ch. VII. i. 3), and 
“Knowing Him alone one goes beyond death” (Sv. III. 8). And 
this result is a matter of direct experience, for the transmigra- 
tory selfhood ceases on the attainment of the transcendental 
Selfhood as a result of the instruction, “That thou art”2* (Ch. 
VI. viii. 7). 

The divergence in the case of the cause that was pointed out 
by quoting, “In the beginning all this was but non-existence” 
(Tai. II. vii) etc., has to be reconciled. As to that it is said: 


AATHTT UHI 


15, (Non-existence does not mean void), because of its allu- 
sion (to Brahman). 


“This must be a fact realizable by the enlightened ones, for this is 
18 
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In the text, “In the beginning all this was but non-existence”, 
non-existence, conceived of as void, is not presented as the cause; 
for the theory of non-existence is repudiated in the verse: “If 
any one knows Brahman as non-existence, he himself becomes 
non-existent. If any one knows that Brahman does exist, then 
they consider him as existing by virtue of that knowledge” (Tai. 
II. vi. 1). And then this Brahman, which is Existence, is ascer- 
tained as the indwelling Self with the help of a succession of 
sheaths counting from that made of food. Again, after referring 
to that Brahman under.consideration in the text, “He wished” 
(Tai. II. vi. 1), it is stated that creation in all its ramifications 
stemmed out of Brahman, and the conclusion is made with, 
“They call that Brahman Truth” (ibid.). Lastly, by saying, 
“Pertaining to this, there occurs this verse,” (ibid.), the verse, 
“In the beginning all this was but non-existence” etc. (Tai. II. 
vil. 1), is quoted in connection with that very subject-matter 
that 1s being discussed. If something, non-existent in the sense 
of a void, be the purport of this (latter) verse, then the whole 
text will become incoherent as involving the citation of some- 
thing irrelevant to what is sought to be referred to. Therefore 
it follows that because the word “existing” is used in common 
parlance to imply things manifested through names and forms, 
therefore Brahman which surely existed before creation is men- 
tioned here as though non-existent before creation in a secon- 
dary sense owing to this absence of manifestation. This is how 
the text, “In the beginning this was but non-existence” (Ch. 
III. xix. 1) has also to be construed, for the same is alluded to 
later on with the words, “That was Existence” (ibid.). Had 
absolute void been asserted, what would have becn referred to 
later on by saying, “That was Existence”? And even in the 
text, “With regard to that some say that this universe was 
but non-existence before creation” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), the view of 
“some” people is not presented as having the sanction of some 
other Upanisad; for unlike action, an object is not paradoxical. 
Accordingly, it is to be understood that the theory of non- 


supported by the Upanisadic texts, and the result of this realization is 
confirmed by them. 
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existence, fancied by the people of dull intellect, is raised and 
repudiated with a view to strengthening the idea of Existence, 
accepted by the Upanisads. Even in the text, “This universe was 
then undifferentiated (Br. I. iv. 7), the differentiation (or evolu- 
tion) of the universe is not spoken of as proceeding without an 
ordainer; for in the text, “He (the Self) has entered into these 
bodies up to the tips of the nails” (ibid.), the ordainer is alluded 
to as having entered into the differentiated products. If the 
differentiation be understood as having taken place without an 
ordainer, who would have been alluded to as having entered 
into the products by the pronoun “He”, occurring later on, which 
can advert only to something already under consideration? And 
this act of entry into the body is heard of (in the Upanisad) 
about the sentient Self; for in the text, “... when It sees, It 
is called the eye; when It hears, the ear; and when It thinks, the 
mind” (ibid.), the Upanisad speaks of the consciousness of the 
entity that has entered. Besides, it can be understood that at the 
time of the first creation, the universe required some ordainer 
for its differentiation into names and forms, just as much as 
even today it has somebody to guide it when differentiating into 
names.and forms (as pot, cloth, etc.). For any fancy that does 
not agree with observation is illogical. Moreover, another text, 
“Let me manifest name and form by Myself entering this as 
this individual soul” (Ch. VI. iti. 2), shows that the universe 
differentiated under some guidance. And although God was 
there as the creator, still the use of the object (universe) as the 
subject of the (intransitive) verb “differentiated” (in “it 
differentiated into name and form only”—Br. I. iv. 7), is to be 
understood as pointing to the ease and facility in the act of 
differentiation, even as one might say, “The field is harvesting 
well”, it being possible for the crop to be harvested well only 
if there be some peasant to harvest. Or it is to be understood 
that (it is a transitive) verb used in the passive voice with rela- 
tion to some subject called up to mind by the trend of the 
topic, as in “The village is being reached” 


276 BRAHMA - SOTRA - BHASYA [I. iv. 16 


Topic 5: BALAKI 


Wg acarT Nee 


16. Because (the word “work” is) indicative of the universe, 
(He of whom this is the work must be Brahman). 


Doubt: In the course of the conversation between Balaki and 
AjatasSatru in the Kausitaki Upanigad, it is heard, “He indeed is 
to be known, O Balaki, who is in fact the creator (or master) of 
these purusas (beings), or rather of whom this is surely the work 
(IV. 19). With regard to this, the doubt arises: Is it the individ- 
ual soul that is taught to be known, or the chief vital force, or 
the supreme Self? What should be the conclusion to be drawn? 

Opponent: It must be the vital force. 

Why? 

Because the Upanisadic text is: “He of whom this is surely 
the work”. For work, consisting of movement, is dependent on 
the vital force; the vital force is met with in the complementary 
part of the topic: “Then it becomes unified in Prana itself” 
(Kau. IV. 20); and the term Prana is familiarly used for the chief 
vital force. Moreover, the vital force is also the master of the 
persons (purusas) referred to by Balaki in the earlier portion 
of the sentences: “The being in the sun” (Kau. IV. 3), “The 
being in the moon” (Kau. IV. 4), and so on. For the deities of 
the sun etc. are merely different aspects of the vital force as is 
well known from another Upanisad, “ “Which is the one god?’ 
‘The vital force; the vital force is Brahman which is called 
Tyat (That)’” (Br. III. ix. 9). 

Or it may be the individual being that is taught here as the 
entity to be known; for his activities, too, constituting virtue 
and vice, are fit to be mentioned in such words as, “Of whom 
this is the work” (Kau. IV. 19). He, too, as being the experi- 
encer, can justifiably be the master of all these purusas who 
serve as the things of his experience. And in the complementary 
text also we come across a sign indicative of the individual being; 
for it is because of this fact that, when Balaki approached 
AjataSatru to know the creator of the purusas (in the sun etc.) 
who had been presented as the entity to be known, AjataSatru, 
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being desirous of enlightening Balaki, called a sleeping man by 
name;?5 and then from the fact that the man did not heed the 
call, AjataSatru made Balaki understand that the vital force and 
the rest are not the experiencer. Lastly, from the fact of waking 
up as a result of being struck by a stick, he makes him under- 
stand that the individual soul, which is different from the vital 
force and the rest, is the experiencer. Similarly from the subse- 
quent text also can be gathered a sign indicative of the individ- 
ual soul: “To explain this point: As the head (of a guild) 
lives on (what is brought by) his own people or retinue, or as 
his own people or retinue live on him, so also this conscious 
soul (i.e. the individual) lives on these souls (of the sun etc.), 
and these souls live on this soul’?® (Kau. [V. 20). The individual 
soul can well be called the vital force, for it sustains the vital 
force. Hence either the individual soul or the vital force is to be 
accepted here, but not the supreme Lord, for we do not per- 
ceive any sign to indicate Him. 

Vedantin: Faced with this, we say: The creator of these 
purusas must be the supreme Lord Himself. 

How? 

On the strength of how the topic is started with. For Balaki 
started to talk with Ajatasatru here with the words: “TI shall tell 
you of Brahman” (Kau. IV. 1); but he became silent after 
asserting that some persons (purusas) residing in the sun etc. 
are fit to be looked upon as Brahman in the primary sense. 
AjataSatru then told him, “Falsely indeed you promised me, ‘I 
shall tell you fully of Brahman’ ”, and thus he repudiated Balaki 
for speaking of those that were Brahman only in a secondary 
sense. Then the king presented another as the creator of them 
all and as the entity to be known. Should Ajatasatru also be a 
seer of the secondary Brahman, it will run counter to the com- 
mencement of the text. Therefore this must be the supreme 
Lord. And the creatorship of all these persons cannot be thought: 
of as belonging exclusively and independently to any one other 
than the supreme Lord. The text, “He of whom this is surely 
the work” (Kau. IV. 19), does not refer either to actions in the 


* i.e. the synonyms of the vital force—Brhat, pandaravasa, soma, rajan. 
” The sun etc. give him light etc., and he offers them oblation etc. 
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form of movements or those constituting virtue and vice; for 
neither are they under discussion nor are they mentioned by 
the Upanisad by name. Nor are the persons indicated thus (as 
objects of the verb by the text, “this work”), they having been 
already mentioned in, “the creator of these persons’”*? (Kau. IV. 
19). Besides, that would involve a contradiction in gender and 
number.28 Nor is it indicative of some action (i.e. creative func- 
tion) or of the result of such action pertaining to the persons 
(undertaken by the creator); for these have already been re- 
ferred to by the word “creator.”?® As the last resort, the universe 
that is perceived proximately (or directly) is referred to by 
the word “this” (occurring in “this work’); and that very 
universe is referred to by the word “work” in the derivative 
sense of “that which is accomplished” (i.e. product). 

Opponent : Is it not a fact that even the universe is not under 
discussion, nor is it mentioned by name? 

Vedantin : Quite so. Still from the fact that when there is no 
specific mention, things in general that lie near at hand?° become 
signified by a pronoun that stands for proximate things in 
general; but it does not mean anything specific, for nothing 
specific is near at hand. Moreover, the persons (in the sun etc.), 
forming a part of the universe, had been specifically mentioned 
earlier, so that it can be understood that the unspecified universe is 
taken up here. The idea expressed is this: “He who is the creator 
of these purusas, constituting a part of the universe, or rather, 
leaving aside such a specification, He of whom this whole 
universe, without any specification, is a work”. The word 
“rather” is meant for rejecting the creatorship of a limited por- 
tion. But the specific mention (of the purusas—persons) is made 
in order to show that the persons spoken of as Brahman by 
Balaki are not Brahman. In this way, through general and specific 


7 A second mention is redundant. 

™For in etat karma (this work), etat is neuter and singular, whereas 
purusab (persons) is plural and masculine. 

™In the earlier half of the text, “...who is the creator of these 
purusas’ (Kau. IV. 19), the activity of creation and the result of pro- 
ducing the persons are already mentioned. So “this work”, occurring in 
the second half cannot refer to these. 

® That occurs to the mind as the object of activity. 
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statements, on the analogy of “the Brahmanas and mendicants”’,®4 
the creator of the universe is taught as the entity to be known. 
And the supreme Lord is affirmed as the creator of the whole 
universe by all the Upanisads. 


AAA TAA AAT SATSATTT 1g 


wta-qeqary-fearg Owing to the presence of the indicatory 
marks of the individual soul, and the chief Praéna, q not so, 


afa aq if this be the objection, qq that eqreqraq has been 
already explained. 


17. If it be contended that the supreme Self 1s not meant, 
owing to the presence of the indicatory marks of the individual 
soul and the chief Prana, then that has already been explained. 


Opponent : Now then, the argument was advanced that from 
the indicatory marks of the individual soul and the chief Prana 
(vital force) met with in the complementary portion of the 
text, either of the two must be accepted, but not the supreme 
Lord. That has to be answered. 

Vedantin: With regard to this we say: This was repudiated 
under the aphorism, “(If it be argued that Brahman is not 
spoken of here, since there are the indications of the individual 
soul and the chief vital force, then we say), that cannot be so, 
since this will lead to a threefold meditation. Besides Prana is 
admitted elsewhere as meaning Brahman (owing to the presence 
of Brahman’s characteristics) which are in evidence here” (I 1. 
31). For on such an assumption, a threefold meditation will 
crop up here—meditation on the individual soul, on the vital 
force, and on Brahman. But this is not justifiable; for from a 
consideration of how the passage starts and ends, it is seen to 
refer to Brahman. Of these, it has already been shown how 
Brahman is dealt with at the commencement. And from the 
mention of the highest result (at the end), the concluding 

* On the assumption that Brahmanas alone can become mendicants, 
when some one says, “Feed the Brahmanas and the mendicants”, the 
word Brahmanas is to be understood as meaning all Brahmanas who are 


not mendicants. So also “work” here implies the creation of all except the 
Purusas, they having been mentioned separately. 
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portion also is seen to point to Brahman thus: “He who knows 
thus, destroys all the sins and becomes the foremost (in attain- 
ment) among all, sovereign (over all), and independent (of all)” 
(Kau. IV. 20). 

Objection : On such a view, the ascertainment of the meaning 
of this passage is anticipated by the text about the dialogue of 
Pratardana (under B.S. I. i. 31). 

Vedantin : Not so, for the sentence, “Or rather He of whom 
this surely is the work”, was not ascertained there as pertain- 
ing to Brahman. Accordingly, the doubt about the individual 
soul and the chief vital force that arises here again is set aside 
over again. Moreover, the word Prama is seen to be used in the 
sense of Brahman: “For, O amiable one, the mind (i.e. soul) is 
tethered to Prana (Brahman)” (Ch. VI. viii. 2). As for the 
indicatory signs of the individual soul here, they are to be 
interpreted as used from the standpoint of the identity (of the 
soul with Brahman), for Brahman is known to be the subject- 
matter of discussion from the consideration of the beginning 
and the end. 


Ta I sfafa: secon Faas 250 
q But afafa: Jaimini (holds): a-q-aq (the reference to be) 
for a different purpose, 9eq{-2qreqTaTeaTy on the strength of the 


question and the answer; af¢ 4 moreover, y# some people way 
thus. 


18. But Jaimini holds the reference (to the individual soul) 
to be meant for a different purpose, as is known from the 
question and the answer. Moreover, some mention this clearly. 


Moreover, there need be no dispute here as to whether this 
text has the individual soul primarily in view or Brahman; for 
the teacher Jaimini is of opinion that the allusion to the individ- 
ual soul in this text is meant for a different purpose. viz the 
comprehension of Brahman. 

How? 

“On the strength of the question and the explanation.” As 
for the question, it is seen that when it has been demonstrated 
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by waking a sleeping man that the individual soul is distinct 
from the vital force etc., there occurs another question with 
regard to something beyond the individual soul: “O Balak, 
where did this person sleep? Or where did he stay thus, and 
whence did he come thus?” (Kau. IV. 19). The answer also 
is: “When a sleeping man dreams no more, then he becomes 
unified with Prana Itself” etc., as also, “From this Self the organs 
move towards their own seats; from the organs issue the presid- 
ing deities; from the deities issue the sense-objects” (ibid.). 
Now it is a settled conclusion of the Upanisads that the individ- 
ual soul becomes unified with the supreme Self in sleep, and 
that the universe, inclusive of the organs etc., issues from the 
supreme Self. So it is to be understood that the entity in which 
this individual being has an absence of particularized knowledge, 
in which it has its deep sleep, consisting in the absence of the 
defect of perturbation, in which it has its real nature of free- 
dom from particularized knowledge caused by limiting adjuncts, 
from which occurs its emergence, consisting in a break in that 
state—that entity is the supreme Self, taught here as the thing to 
be known. Besides, in this very context of the conversation 
between Balaki and AjataSatru, the followers of a certain recen- 
sion, viz the Vajasaneyins, mention clearly the individual soul by 
the term “vij#anamaya” (identified with the intellect), and then 
read of the supreme Self, beyond it, in the question, “When 
this being, identified with the intellect, was thus asleep, where 
was it, and whence did it thus come?” (Br. II. i. 16). In the 
answer also they recite: “...and lies in the Space (supreme Self) 
that is in the heart” (Br. II. i. 17). The word Space is used for 
the supreme Self, as in “the small Space that is inside it” (Ch. 
VIII. i. 1). It is to be understood here in the Brhadaranyaka that 
when they mention the emanation of the conditioned self from 
some other entity in the text, “All these selfs emanate” (Br. II. 
1. 20), they really point to the supreme Self as the source. And 
the instruction about (the individual soul as) an entity other 
than the vital force, that is imparted with the help of the act of 
waking up a sleeping man, is an additional reason ruling out the 
vital force. 
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Topic 6: CORRELATION OF PASSAGES 


AFAFAA wet 


19. (The Self to be realized, heard of, reflected on, and pro- 
foundly meditated upon is the supreme Self), because (this ts 
the meaning gathered) from the correlation of the passages. 


Doubt : Starting with: “It is not for the sake of the husband, 
my dear, that he is loved,” it is said, in the Maitreyi Brabmana 
of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, “It is not for the sake of all, 
my dear, that all is loved, but for one’s own sake that all 1s 
loved. The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized—should 
be heard of, reflected on, and profoundly meditated upon. By 
the realization of the Self, my dear, through hearing, reflection, 
and profound meditation, all this is known” (II. iv. 5, IV. v. 6). 
About this the doubt arises: Is it the individual soul, identified 
with the intellect, that is taught to be realized, heard of, etc. or 
is it the supreme Self? 

Why, again, should there be this doubt? 

Since the start is made with the enjoying soul, called up by 
the suggestive word “loved”,?? it appears that the individual soul 
identified with the intellect is meant. Again, from the instruc- 
tion that all is known when the Self is known, it would seem 
that the supreme Self is meant. What should be the conclusion 
then? 

Opponent : This is an instruction about the individual soul. 

Why? 

On the strength of the commencement. It is said at the start 
that this whole universe of enjoyment, consisting of husband, 
wife, son, and others, is loved for the sake of oneself. In this 
passage the enjoying soul is presented through the suggestive 
word love; and then when the seeing (i.e. realization) etc. are 
taught of the Self, to what other Self (apart from the individual) 
can this refer? In the middle also it is taught, “...even so, my 
dear, this great, endless, infinite Reality is but pure intelligence. 


™Such lovable objects suggest that they have some one, a soul, as their 
enjoyer. 
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(The Self) comes out (as a separate entity) from these ele- 
ments, and (this separateness) is destroyed with them. After 
attaining (this oneness) it has no more (particularized) con- 
sciousness” (Br. II. iv. 12, IV. v. 13), where the “great Reality”, 
which has to be realized, is spoken of as “coming out from 
the elements” in the form of an individual being identified with 
the intellect; and thereby it is revealed that it is the individual 
being (identified with the intellect) that has to be realized. 
Similarly when the conclusion is made in the text thus: 
“Through what, my dear, should one know the knower?” (Br. 
II. iv. 14, IV. v. 15), with a word (viz knower) denoting an 
agent of knowing, it is shown that the individual soul is taught 
here. Accordingly, the statement about the knowledge of every- 
thing accruing from the knowledge of the Self must be taken 
in a secondary sense to indicate all the enjoyable things meant 
for the enjoying soul.®8 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say: This is an instruc- 
tion about the supreme Self Itself. 

Why? 

On the strength of the correlation of this with other passages. 
When this passage is examined in its proper context, its parts 
are seen to be linked up with the supreme Self. 

How? 

That is being shown. Hearing from Yajnavalkya, “But there 
is no hope of immortality through wealth” (Br. II. iv. 2, IV. 
v. 3), Maitreyi expresses her desire for instruction about immor- 
tality in these words: “What shall I do with that which will 
not make me immortal? Tell me, sir, of that alone which you 
know (to be the only means of immortality)” (Br. IL. iv. 3, 
IV. v. 4). Then Yajnavalkya imparts to her the knowledge of 
the Self. And the texts of the Upanisads and Smptis declare that 
there can be no immortality from anything other than the 
knowledge of the Self. Similarly when it is stated that the 
knowledge of everything results from the knowledge of the 
Self, it cannot bear any literal import unless the knowledge of 


*Since the enjoyer is the master of the enjoyable things, it 1s said 
figuratively that all enjoyable things become known when the enjoying 
soul is known. 
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the supreme Cause be meant. And we cannot resort to any 
secondary meaning here, since the assertion is first made that 
everything is known by knowing the Self, and then it is 
expounded by saying, “The Brahmana ousts one who knows 
him as different from the Self” etc. (Br. II. iv. 6, IV. v. 7). 
For a false perceiver, who perceives the universe, consisting of 
Brahmanas, Ksatriyas, and others, as having emerged into exist- 
ence independently of the Self, is ousted by that very falsely 
apprehended universe of Brahmanas, Ksatriyas, and others. After 
repudiating the dualistic vision thus, the Upanisad broaches the 
topic of the non-difference of all things from Brahman by 
saying, “...and this all are this Self” (Br. II. iv. 6, IV. v. 7). 
Again, that’very non-difference is confirmed with the illustra- 
tion of the drum etc. (Br. II. iv. 7-9, IV. v. 8-10). Besides, when 
in the text, “...the Rg-Veda, (etc.) are like the breath of this 
infinite Reality” (Br. IV. v. 11), the Upanisad states that the 
Self under consideration is the source of this vast expanse of 
name, form, and action, it only shows that this Self is nothing 
but the supreme Self. Again, when with the help of the process 
of merger in the same thing (Br. IV. v. 12), the Upanisad speaks 
of the Self as the goal of the whole universe of sense-objects, 
senses, and internal organs, and as without interior and exterior, 
and wholly a mass of pure intelligence (Br. IV. v. 13), it only 
shows that this Self is the supreme Self. Therefore it is under- 
stood that this instruction about realization etc. is concerned 
with the supreme Self alone. 

The further objection was raised that from the way the start 
is made with the suggestive word love, the realization etc. that 
are taught here are of the individual soul. Our reply is: 


shana fe TRA: NRoll 
sfast-fag : Of the fulfilment of the declaration faq (this is) 
an indication apeqeeq: (thinks) Asmarathya. 


20. ASmarathya, thinks this (statement of non-difference 
between the individual soul and supreme Self) to be a sign 
indicative of the fulfilment of the declaration. 
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A solemn declaration is made here (in the text under discus- 
sion) that all this becomes known when the Self is known (Br. 
IV. v. 6), as also, “...and all this are the Self” (Br. IV. v. 7). 
The mention of the Self, called up by the suggestive word love, 
as an entity to be realized and so on, is a sign indicating the 
fulfilment of that declaration. Were the individual soul different 
from the supreme Self, the individual soul would remain un- 
known even when the supreme Self became realized, so that 
the promise made that everything becomes known by knowing 
one would be falsified. Hence the teacher Asmarathya thinks 
that it is with a view to fulfilling the declaration that the start 
is made with the help of the non-different aspects of the 
supreme Self and the individual Self.54 


septa wararafacatsatta: nei 


Way Alay since such becomes the state gesfasqa: of one 
who is about to die ef this is what atgatfa: Audulomi (says). 


21. Audulomi says that (the statement about the identity of 
the individual soul and the supreme Self occurs in the beginning) 
since this state of identity comes to the soul when it departs 
from the body. 


The teacher Audulomi thinks that the start is made with the 
individual soul in a way as though it is identified with the 
supreme Self, because the individual soul, remaining tainted on 
account of its association with the aggregate of body, senses, 
mind, and intellect, becomes serene (and purified) through the 
practice of knowledge, meditation, etc.; and as such, it can 
justifiably be united with the supreme Self only after it departs 
from this assemblage of body etc. In support of this, occurs the 
Upanisadic text, “This serene one (i.e. the individual soul) rises 
up from this body and realizing the supreme Light becomes 
established in its true nature” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3). Besides, in some 


“Both partial difference and partial non-difference exist between the 
two Selves. To fulfil the declaration, the individual is made the starting 
point, keeping the eye only on those of its aspects that are non-different 
from the supreme Self—this is how Aésmarathya thinks. 
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texts it is shown with the help of the simile of the river, that 
name and form also rest on the individual soul: “As rivers, 
flowing down, become indistinguishable on reaching the sea, by 
giving up their names and forms, so also the illumined soul, 
having become freed from name and form, reaches the self- 
effulgent Purusa that is higher than the higher (Maya)” (Mu. 
III. nu. 8). In keeping with the parallelism between the illustration 
and the thing illustrated, the meaning of the verse is obviously 
this: Just as in this world the rivers approach the sea by dis- 
carding the names and forms belonging to themselves, so also 
the individual being approaches the higher Purusa by discarding 
the name and form belonging to itself. 


satesateta RRC: 122 


aafeqat: Owing to thé existence (of the supreme Self as the 
individual Self) ¢fq so says aerpced: Kasakrtsna. 


22. Kasakrtsna thinks (the statement about the identity in the 
beginning of the text is in order) because of the existence of 
the supreme Self as the individual soul. 


The teacher Kasakrtsna opines that inasmuch as this very 
supreme Self exists as the individual soul, this commencement 
with a statement of identity is quite in order. In conformity 
with this occur such brabmana texts as: “Let me manifest name 
and form. by Myself entering in the form of this individual 
being” (Ch. VI. iii. 2), and so on, which reveal the existence of 
the supreme Self as the individual soul. There are mantra texts 
also such as: ‘(One becomes immortal by knowing) that omnis- 
cient Being, who after having created all the forms (i.e. pro- 
ducts), and given .names to them (has entered into them) 
and exists there by performing the acts of talking (etc.)” 
(Tai. A. III. xii. 7). While speaking of the creation of light etc. 
the Upanisad does not make any separate mention of the crea- 
tion of the individual soul, in which case alone the soul could 
have been different from the supreme Self, it being (in that 
case) a product of the Self. 

The view of the teacher KaSakptsna is that the supreme Lord 
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Himself appears as the individual soul without undergoing any 
change. As for Asmarathya, though the non-difference of the 
individual soul from the supreme Self is admitted by him, still 
from his conditional statement, “For the fulfilment of the 
declaration” etc., it becomes clear that his intention is to posit 
some sort of relationship as found between a cause and its 
effects. According to Audulomi, both difference and non- 
difference become clearly discernible as bound up with the 
different states (of the soul under bondage and freedom). Of 
these, the view of Kasakrtsna is understood to be in accord with 
the Upanisads, for it agrees with the instruction sought to be 
imparted, as stated in such texts as, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. 
viii. 7), and from this standpoint, (of non-difference), the 
attainment of immortality as a result of the knowledge of the 
Self is quite in order. But if the individual soul be a created 
thing (as As’marathya thinks), then since the modification of a 
substance loses itself on merging into its material cause, the 
assertion of the attainment of immortality through knowledge 
does not become logical.35 (Just because immortality can result 
from knowledge only if the difference is imaginary), therefore 
(contrary to what Audulomi thinks) name and form cannot be 
the natural appendages of the individual soul. Hence also the 
name and form belong to the limiting adjuncts; but they are 
stated by way of concession (to common experience) as belong- 
ing to the soul. For this very reason, the origin of the individual 
being, that is sometimes mentioned in the Upanisads with the 
help of the simile of sparks darting out from fire, should be 
understood as spoken of from the standpoint of the limiting 
adjuncts alone. 

Furthermore, it was argued thus: When it is shown that the 
“great Reality”, that is to be realized and that is under discus- 
sion, “comes out from the elements in the form of the individ- 
ual soul” (Br. II. iv. 12), what is really presented as the entity 
to be realized is the individual soul. For the refutation of this 


* An imaginary difference can be removed by knowledge; but the 
assertion of any real difference rules out that possibility. Besides, the 
acceptance of origin and annihilation for the soul will militate against 
the earlier assertion of birthlessness and immortality for it. 
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argument as well, these three aphorisms are to be interpreted 
thus: “Asmarathya thinks this reference to the realization etc. 
of the Self to be a sign indicative of the fulfilment of the 
declaration”—the declaration alluded to here being, “Every- 
thing becomes known when the Self is known” (Br. II. iv. 5), 
and “...all this are the Self” (Br. IV. v. 7). This stands proved 
by reason of all the modes of manifestation of name and form 
emerging from and merging into the same single entity, and by 
reason of demonstrating the identity of the cause and effect 
through the illustration of the drum etc. And the teacher 
Asmarathya is of opinion that the statement made about the 
“coming out of the great Reality from the great elements in the 
form of the individual soul” is a sign indicative of the fulfilment 
of the declaration; for the knowledge of one thing can lead to 
the knowledge of all if there is identity among them. “Audu- 
lomi says that since this state of identity comes to the soul 
when it departs from the body”—the teacher Audulomi thinks 
that this statement about identity is made just because an identity 
with the supreme Self is possible for the individual soul when, 
after becoming purified through knowledge and meditation, it 
departs from the body. “Kasakrtsna thinks (that this is so) 
because of the existence of the supreme Self as the individual 
soul”—the teacher KaSakrtsna is of opinion that since it is the 
very supreme Self that exists in the form of the individual soul, 
this statement of non-difference is justifiable. 

Opponent: The statement—“The Self comes out from these 
elements and is destroyed with them. After this attainment there 
is nO more consciousness” (Br. II. iv. 12)—being a statement of 
annihilation, how can this be a declaration of non-difference?. 

Vedantin: There is no such difficulty; for this statement 
about destruction relates to the eradication of particularized 
knowledge, but not to the annihilation of the soul. For after 
reverting to the topic with, “Just here you have thrown me into 
confusion sir,” (Br. II. iv. 13), the Upanisad itself shows a 
different meaning in: “Certainly I am not saying anything 
confusing. This Self is indeed immutable and indestructible, my 
dear. But there is a dissociation for it from the sense-objects” 
(Br. IV. v. 14). The idea is this: The individual soul is verily 
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unchanging, eternal, and a mass of homogeneous consciousness; 
there can be no possibility of its annihilation. But as a result of 
knowledge, there is a dissociation for it from the matras com- 
prising the senses and the elements that originate from igno- 
rance. And since from an absence of contact, particularized 
knowledge arising from that contact cannot exist, it has been 
said, “After this attainment there is no consciousness”. 

The further assertion was made that this realization is of the 
individual Self itself, for in the concluding portion, “Through 
what, my dear, should one know the knower?” (Br. II. iv. 14), 
occurs a word (viz knower) suggestive of one who knows. 
That also is to be refuted with the help of Kasakytsna’s view. 
Moreover, in the text commencing with, “Because when there 
is duality, as it were, then one sees something” (Br. IV. v. 15), 
it is stated elaborately that for that selfsame soul there is 
particularized knowledge when it is within the range of igno- 
rance, And then in the text, starting with, “But when to the 
knower of Brahman everything has become the Self, then what 
should one see and through what?” (ibid.), it is shown that for 
that very soul there is an absence of particularized knowledge 
like seeing etc. when it is within the ambit of illumination. Then, 
again, the apprehension is raised that even though there be no 
other object of knowledge, still one may know the Self: and in 
answer to this it is said, “Through what, my dear, should one 
know the knower?” (ibid.). Hence from the fact that the text 
is devoted to the proving of the absence of particularized 
knowledge, it can be understood that, though the Self is Con- 
sciousness Itself and remains for ever in Its absoluteness, still 
by keeping in mind how It had appeared (in the state of igno- 
rance), It is referred to by the word wijnata (knower), formed 
with the suffix trc and conveying the sense of an agent of the 
act (of knowing). It was shown earlier that the view of 
Kasakytsna accords with the Upanisads. So the interpretation 
that should be accepted by all those who follow the Upanisads 
is that the difference between the individual Self and the 
supreme Self is a creation of conditioning factors like body 
etc. constituted by name and form which are conjured up by 
nescience; the difference is not real; for this view is supported 

19 
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by such Upanisadic texts as: “O amiable one, in the beginning, 
all this was but Existence, one without a second” (Ch. VI. 11. 1), 
“All this is but the Self” (Ch. VII. xxv. 3), “All this is but 
Brahman” (Mu. II. ii. 11), “...and all this are the Self” (Br. 
II. iv. 6), “There is no other witness but Him” (Br. III. vit. 23), 
“There is no other witness but this” (Br. III. viii.). and so on; 
as also by such Smpti texts as, “...that all this is Vasudeva” 
(Gita, VII. 9), “O scion of the race of Bharata, know Me also 
to be the individual witness in all the bodies” (ibid. XIII. 2), 
“...the Lord Supreme, existng equally in all beings” (ibid. 
XIII. 27), and so on. Furthermore, the same conclusion follows 
from the rejection of the dualistic outlook in, “While he who 
worships another god, thinking, ‘He is one and I am another’, 
does not know. He is like an animal to the gods” (Br. I. iv. 10). 
“He goes from death to death who sees difference, as it were, 
in It” (Br. IV. iv. 18), and similar other passages. Besides, all 
changes are denied in the Self by the passage, “The great birth- 
less Self is undecaying, immortal, undying, fearless, and Brahman 
(infinite)” (Br. IV. iv. 25). For unless this be understood thus, 
the aspirants for liberation will not have any illumination that 
defies sublation; nor can any knowledge be gained by them 
that carries with itself the fullest conviction. For the knowledge 
about the Self that is sought here is that knowledge alone that 
is beyond all refutation and sets at rest all questions, as 
declared by the Upanisadic passage, “Those to whom the entity, 
presented by the Vedic knowledge, has become fully ascer- 
tained” (Mu. III. ii. 6), as also, “What delusion and what sorrow 
can persist there for one who has realized Unity?” (Is. 7). This 
follows also from the Smrti text, setting forth the characteristics 
of the man of steady wisdom (Gita, II. 55-72). When the full 
illumination about the oneness of the Supreme Self and the 
Self witnessing the body becomes established, such terms as “the 
witness of the body”, “the supreme Self” betrays a mere dif- 
ference in terminology; and hence this insistence on the theory 
that this “witness of the body” is different from the supreme 
Self and the supreme Self is different from the “witness of the 
body”, that centres round the idea of difference of the two 
Selves, is meaningless. For the Self is but one, though spoken of 
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differently on the basis of difference in mere nomenclature. Not 
that the text, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite. He who 
knows that Brahman as existing in the cavity of the intellect” 
(Tai. II. i), is spoken of in relation to any particular cavity; nor 
does anything else but Brahman exist in the cavity (of the intel- 
lect), since we hear of the entry of the Creator Himself in the 
text, “Having created that, He entered into that” (Tai. II. vi). 
Those who insist on difference, shut the door to the under- 
standing of the purport of the Upanisads and thereby shut out 
full illumination itself that leads to liberation. Moreover, they 
fancy that liberation is a product and impermanent, and they 
do not conform to logic. 


Topic 7: BRAHMAN AS MATERIAL CAUSE 


salar Sfoneerraqrcrary WRU 


(Brahman is) yafq: the material cause 4 as well sfas-qseTed- 
ATIVATT sO as not to contradict the proposition and the illus- 
tration. 


23. Brahman must be the material cause as well, so as not to 
contradict the proposition and the illustration. 


Doubt: It has been said that just as virtue and vice are to be 
deliberated on since this leads to secular well-being, so also 
Brahman is to be deliberated on since this leads to liberation. 
And Brahman was defined as “That from which the universe has 
its birth etc.” (I. i. 2). That definition is applicable either to 
the material cause in the sense in which earth, gold, etc. are 
the causes of pots, necklaces, etc., or to the efficient cause in 
the sense in which a potter, a goldsmith, and others are the 
causes. Therefore the doubt arises: In what, again, does 
Brahman’s causality consist? 

Opponent : While under such a predicament, it would appear 
that It can only be the efficient cause. 

Why? 

For creatorship, preceded by reflection is heard of. From such 
Upanisadic texts as, “He deliberated” (Pr. VI. 3), “He created 
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the vital force” (Pr. VI. 4), the causality of Brahman is under- 
stood to have been preceded by reflection. And creation after 
reflection is noticed in the cases of efficient causes like the 
potter and others. It is also seen in the world that success in a 
work depends on many accessories. That logic should be ex- 
tended to the first Creator as well. Besides, this follows from 
the fact of His being well known as the Lord; for efficient 
causality is alone noticed in the cases of lordly beings like kings, 
Death, and others. In conformity with this it is but proper to 
understand efficient causality alone even in the case of the 
supreme Lord. Besides, this universe, which is a product, is 
seen to be composite, insentient, and impure; so its material 
cause, too, must be of the same nature, since the cause and 
effect are seen to be similar. But Brahman is known to be devoid 
of such a nature from such texts as, “Without parts, motionless, 
unchanging, taintless, and free from tamas” (Sv. VI. 19). As a 
last resort, some material cause, other than Brahman, that is well 
recognized in the Smrtis and is possessed of the characteristics of 
impurity etc., has to be admitted; for the Upanisads speaking 
of Brahman as the origin, speak of nothing more than efficient 
causality. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: Brahman has to 
be admitted as the material cause as well as the efficient cause. 
It is not merely the efficient cause. 

Why? 

“So that the proposition and the illustration may not be con- 
tradicted.” Of these the proposition is: “Now then, did you ask 
about that subject-matter of instruction by which the unheard 
becomes heard, the unthought becomes thought, and the un- 
known becomes known?” (Ch. VI. i. 2), where it is obvious 
that by knowing one thing all other things, even though un- 
known, become known. And that knowledge of all things can 
be possible only from the knowledge of their material cause, 
since the effect is non-different from its material, whereas 
the effect is not non-different from its efficient cause, as is 
evident from the difference noticed in the world between the 
architect and his architecture. The illustration cited also relates 
to the material cause, as in, “O amiable one, as by knowing a 
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lump of earth, all things made of earth become known, since 
earth alone is true and all transformations exist only in name, 
having speech as their origin (or support)” (Ch. VI. 1. 4). 
Similar also are the illustrations: “All modifications of gold 
become known by knowing a piece of gold”, “All things made 
of iron become known when a nail-cutter is known” (Ch. VI. 
1. 5-6). So also it is seen in the other Upanisads that the propo- 
sition is stated thus: “O adorable sir, (which is that thing) which 
having been known, all this becomes known?” (Mu. I. i. 3), 
and the illustration is: “As herbs grow on the earth” (Mu. 
I. i. 7). Elsewhere, too, the proposition is: “All this, my dear, 
becomes known when the Self is seen, heard of, reflected on, 
and meditated upon” (Br. IV. v. 6), and the illustration is: “As 
when a drum is beaten, one cannot distinguish its various partic- 
ular notes, but they are included in the general note of the 
drum or in the general sound produced by different kinds of 
strokes” (Br. IV. v. 8). In this way, in each Upanisad, the 
proposition and illustration are to be understood, so far as they 
go, aS pointing to the material cause. The phrase, “that from 
which—yatab” occurring in, “That from which these beings 
emerge” (Tai. III. 1.), 1s to be understood as pointing to the 
material constituting the basic substance, in accordance with 
the special rule of grammar, “The basic substance of anything 
that is being born is used in the ablative case (ie. with the 
pronoun, from)” (P4. Si. I. iv. 30). As for the efficient causality 
of Brahman, it is to be understood from the absence of any 
other ordainer. Unlike the basic substances like earth, gold, etc., 
acting under the control of their moulders—the potter, gold- 
smith, and others—Brahman, even though It is a basic substance, 
does not depend on any other ordainer; for it is emphasized that 
before creation, all this was but one without a second. And it 
is to be understood that this absence of any other ordainer has 
to be assumed so that no conflict between the proposition and 
the illustration may arise. For if any ordainer be admitted apart 
from the material, it will become impossible again to have a 
knowledge of all from the knowledge of one, and so the propo- 
sition and the illustration will be at variance. Accordingly, the 
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Self is the ordainer since there is no other designer, and It is 
also the material cause since there is no other material. 

What more reason is there to show that the Self is the agent 
as well as the material? 


aThrertqeeIs URI 


q And afweqr-sqearq because. of the teaching about the 
will to create. 


24. This is also understood from the teaching about the will 
to create. 


“The teaching about the will to create”, also leads to the 
understanding of the Self as the efficient and material cause: 
“He wished, ‘Iet me be many, let me be born’” (Tai. II. v. 2), 
and “It deliberated, ‘I shall become many, I shall be born’” (Ch. 
VI. ii. 3). In those texts the Self is known to be the agent by 
virtue of independent action proceeding from deliberation. And 
it is understood that the Self is the material cause as well, since 
the will to become many as expressed in, “I shall become many”, 
relates to Himself. 


TATA URI 


@q And TAA-ATTATA both having been taught aterrg directly. 


25. And because both (origin and dissolution) are taught 
directly (from Brahman). 


This is again in continuation of the material causality. 
Brahman is the material cause for this further reason that both 
creation and dissolution are spoken of by accepting Brahman 
directly as the cause in the text: “All these beings originate from 
Space (Brahman) alone, and they merge by proceeding towards 
Space” (Ch. I. ix. 1). It is recognized that anything from which 
something originates and in which it merges, must be its mate- 
rial cause, as for instance, earth is of paddy, barley, etc. By the 
word “directly” the aphorist implies that the text, “Originates 
from Space alone”, means that no other material was accepted. 
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And a product is not seen to be absorbed into anything other 
than its material cause. 


AAPA: GTA UREM 


ana-we: Because of action related to Itself qfrurarq by 
way of change of form. 


26. (Brahman is the material cause) because of action related 
to Itself by way of change of form. 


Brahman is the material cause for the further reason that in 
dealing with the topic of Brahman, it is shown in the text, “That 
created Itself by Itself” (Tai. II. vii), that the Self is both the 
object and the subject—“Itself” denoting the object, and 
“created by Itself” presenting the subject. 

Opponent: How, again, can a pre-existing entity, standing 
there as the agent (of some action), be reduced to an object 
that is being produced? 

Vedantin: We say that this can be so by way of change of 
form, the idea being that the Self, pre-established though It is, 
changed Itself into a special form as the Self of the modifica- 
tions; and particular changes into modified things are in evidence 
in the cases of such material causes as earth etc. The use of the 
qualifying phrase “by itself” indicates that there was no 
dependence on any other cause. (Or the second word) 
parinamat may be an independent aphorism, the meaning being 
this: Brahman is not the material cause for this further reason 
that this modification of Brahman Itself into created things 
is mentioned in the Upanisad by using the same case-ending 
after Brahman in, “It became the (elements)—gross (earth, 
water, fire) and subtle (air, space)” etc. (Tai. II. iii). 


alfaer fe Wax url 
a And fg because a}fa: as the source #ftae is declared. 


27. And because Brahman is declared to be the source (yoni). 


Brahman is the material cause for this additional reason: 
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Brahman is mentioned in the Upanisad as the source, as in, 
““.,.the creator, lord, indwelling soul, Brahman, the source” 
(Mu. III. i. 3), and “the source of all beings which the wise 
perceive” (Mu. I. i. 3). The word yoni is understood in the 
world as signifying the material cause, as in, “The earth is the 
yoni (source) of the herbs and trees”. The female organ too 
(called yoni) is a material cause of the foetus by virtue of its 
constituent (materials). Sometimes the word yoni is used in the 
sense of a place, as in “O Indra, I have placed a yoni (seat) 
for you” (R. V. I. civ. 1). But in the present texts (of the 
Upanisads), yoni is used in the sense of the material cause, 
which fact becomes clear from such complementary portions 
as, “As a spider projects and withdraws” (Mu. I. i. 7), and so 
on. Thus it is a well-known fact that Brahman is the material 
cause. As for the argument that creation after deliberation is 
seen in the world only in the cases of such efficient causes as 
the potter and others, but not in the case of materials, that is 
being answered. Any argument from common sense is not appli- 
cable here; for this is not a truth to be arrived at through infer- 
ence. Rather, it being known from the Vedas (alone), its 
meaning should conform to Vedic statements. And we said that 
the Vedas affirm that the deliberating God is the material cause 
as well. We shall expound this point again more elaborately. 


Topic 8: ExpLaNATION OF EVERYTHING 


Uda Fa SOVEMA SAREMTAT: USI 


waa Hereby aq all (theories) sqreqrat: are explained eqreqrar: 
explained. 


28. Hereby all (other theories of the cause of the universe) 
are explained. They are explained. 


Starting with, “Because of the attribution of seeing, the one 
(i. e. Pradhana of the Samkhyas) which has not been taught by 
the Upanisads is not the cause of the universe” (B. S. I. i. 5), 
the theory of Pradhana as the cause was raised and refuted again 
and again by the aphorisms themselves. This was so, because 
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in the Upanisads are found some semblances of indicative signs, 
which appear in the eyes of the people of dull intellect as 
reinforcing that theory. Inasmuch as that theory admits the 
non-difference of the cause and the effect, it approaches very 
near to the Vedantic theory, and it has been drawn upon in 
their own texts by some writers like Devala, who composed 
aphorisms on injunctions and prohibitions (religious duties etc.). 
For this reason, a great effort was made for repudiating it, and 
not so for the repudiation of the theories of the atom etc. as 
the cause. But they too have to be disproved, since they are 
opposed to the theory of Brahman as the cause. Some Vedic 
indications may appear in the eyes of the people of poor intel- 
lect as seemingly confirming those views. Hence the same argu- 
ments are being extended to them on the analogy of defeating 
the chief wrestler. “Hereby”, by the arguments refuting the 
theory of Pradhana as the cause, “all other theories” about the 
atom etc. as the causes, are also to be understood as “explained”, 
proved to be fit for rejection; for they too are not men- 
tioned in the Vedas, and they too are opposed to the Vedas. 
The repetition of “explained” is by way of showing the end 
of this Part. 


CHAPTER II 
AVIRODHA—NON-CONTRADICTION 


SECTION I 


Topic 1: CoNFLICr WITH SMRTI 


In the course of showing how all the Upanisadic texts are in 
agreement in presenting Brahman (as the cause of the universe), 
it was proved in the First Chapter that the omniscient Lord of 
all is the source of the origin of the universe, just as clay, gold, 
etc. are of pots, necklaces, etc.; that by virtue of His being the 
ordainer of the created universe, like the magician of his magic, 
He is the cause of the continuance of the universe; that He is 
the cause of the withdrawal of the manifestcd universe into 
Himself, like the earth withdrawing the four kinds of creatures; 
and that He is the Self of us all. Moreover, the theories that 
Pradhana and other things are the causes were demolished on 
the ground of being un-Vedic. Now the Second Chapter is begun 
for showing that the Smrtis and logic are not antagonistic 
to our own point of view; that the theories of Pradhana and the 
rest as the causes are based only on a semblance of logic; 
and that the processes of creation etc. are not at variance in the 
different Upanisads. Of these the contradiction with the 
Smrtis is presented and refuted first. 


TACUAAH NTIS Eft AATACAAT HTT ST 12 


TH ft -ATABTT-AVT-TA GT: There arises the defect of the 
(Sathkhya) Smrtis being left without any scope efa aq if 
such be the objection, q not so, ay-eqfa-aTaTHTT-sIE-TAT HTT 


for (otherwise) arises the defect of other Smptis being left 
without any scope. 


1. If it be argued (that from the acceptance of Brahman as 
the cause of the universe) arises the defect of the (Samkhya) 
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Smrtis being left without any scope, then not so, for otherwise 
will arise the defect of other Smrtis losing their scope. 


Opponent: The assertion made that the omniscient Brahman 
is the cause of the universe is untenable. 

Why? 

Because that is tantamount to leaving no scope for the Smrtis. 
The Smptis are the scriptural text called Tantra, written by the 
great seer (Kapila) and accepted by the good people, and also 
the other Smrtis that are in accord with them. These will lose 
their scope on the acceptance of this view. For in them the 
insentient Pradhana is upheld as an independent cause. As for the 
Smrtis of Manu and others, they retain their scope in so far as they 
present the accessories postulated by religious rites and ceremonies 
like the Agnihotra sacrifice etc., comprised within the domain of 
injunctions and prohibitions, as for instance, such and such a 
caste should have the ceremony of investiture with the sacred 
thread at such a time, in such a manner, and such should be the 
mode of conduct, such the study of the Vedas, such the return- 
ing from the teacher’s house after the completion of the study, 
and such the marriage with a woman who will perform the 
religious rites conjointly. So also they enjoin many kinds of 
human objectives and rites and duties of the four castes and 
four stages of life. But the Smrtis of Kapila and others have no 
such preoccupation with things to be performed; for they are 
composed from the standpoint of the fullest insight leading to 
liberation. If they are left without scope even there, they will 
surcly become useless. Accordingly, the Upanisads have to be 
explained without contradicting them. 

Objection: As it has already been established on the strength 
of such reasons as “seeing (or reflecting)” that the purport of 
the Upanisads is that the omniscient Brahman is the cause of 
the universe, why is it again called into question under the 
apprehension of the defect of the Smptis being left without any 
scope? 

An Explanation: This kind of acceptance of Vedanta without 
any question may be quite possible for people of independent 
intellect, but people generally depend for their enlightenment 
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on the scriptures written by others. Being unable to comprehend 
the meaning of the Upanisads independently, they will turn to 
the Smrtis that have well-known authors, and they will com- 
prehend the meaning of the Upanisads with their help; but they 
will not rely on our explanation, since the authors of the Smrtis 
command great respect. Besides, the Smrtis mention that Kapila 
and others had the (unobstructed prophetic) vision of seers. 
And there is the Upanisadic text, “(One should realize that God) 
who saw the seer Kapila emerging out in the beginning of 
creation and filled him with knowledge after his birth’ (Sv. 
V. 2). Therefore it is not possible to make their view appear 
false. Moreover, they establish their interpretation with the 
help of logic. Hence from this point of view also, the Upanisads 
have to be explained with the help of the Smrtis. Hence this 
objection is raised again. 

Vedantin : The solution of that difficulty is this: “No, because 
that will leave other Smrtis without scope.” If by arguing under 
the fear of some Smrtis being left without scope, the theory of 
God as the cause be set at naught, then other Smptis speaking 
of God as the cause will be left without any scope. We shall 
quote them: After commencing about the supreme Brahman 
with the words, “That which is that subtle, inscrutable entity”, 
and stating, “for He is called the indwelling Self of all beings, 
and the witness of the bodies”, it is declared, “from that arose, 
O best among the Brahmanas, the Unmanifested, possessed of 
the three guyas”’. Similarly, it is said elsewhere, “O Brahmana, 
the Unmanifested gets merged in the attributeless Purusa”, and 
“Therefore hear this again in brief: The eternal Narayana is 
all this. At the time of creation, He projects everything, and 
eats it up again at the time of dissolution.” These are statements 
in the Puranas. In the Gita also occurs this: “I am the origin 
and dissolution of the whole universe” (VII. 6). And Apastam- 
ba has this with regard to the supreme Self: “All things, count- 
ing from space, originate from Him; He is changeless and He is 
eternal” (Dharmasitra. \. vii. 23.2). Thus in the Smrtis also, 
God is revealed in quite a number of places as both the material 
and efficient cause. The reason for presenting the defect of 
other Smrtis being left without scope is this: “With the help of 
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the Smrtis, we shall meet the arguments of those who take their 
stand on the Smptis.” It was shown earlier that the Upanisads have 
for their purport God as the cause. In a case of conflict among 
the Smrtis themselves, when it become incumbent to accept 
some and reject others, the Smrtis agreeing with the Upanisads 
are to be accepted as valid, while the others are not to be relied 
on. Thus it has been said in the course of determining the 
validity of the means of knowledge: “When a Smrti contradicts 
a Vedic text, it is not to be relied on (and ought to be rejected); 
for a Vedic text can be inferred to exist as the basis of a Smrti 
passage only when there is no such contradiction” (Jai. Si. I. 
ili. 3). And one cannot surmise the possibility of perceiving 
supersensuous things without the help of the Vedas, for there 
is no ground for this. 

Opponent: It is possible for Kapila and others who have 
attained perfection in their practices; for their knowledge is 
unobstructed. 

Vedantin: No, for even perfection is dependent on other 
things, it being contingent on the practice of virtue etc. And 
virtue (and vice) are indicated by injunction (and prohibition). 
Hence the meaning of an injunction, existing even earlier (than 
anybody’s perfection), cannot be overridden on the authority 
of somebody’s words who attains perfection subsequently. 
Besides, even if it be fancied that we have to rely on the adepts, 
still in the face of the fact that perfected beings are many, in a 
case of conflict among their Smrtis, there is no other means of 
ascertaining their meanings unless it be by an appeal to the 
Vedas. And even for people whose intellects are dominated by 
the scriptures of others, it is not proper to entertain a bias for 
any particular Smrti without question. For if anybody has any 
bias for any point of view, then since the power of under- 
standing differs from man to man, there will be no definiteness 
in the matter of the ascertainment of Reality. Accordingly, 
even the intellect of such a man has to be won back to the 
proper course through a presentation of the conflict among the 
Smytis and a consideration of their agreement or disagreement 
with the Vedas. As for the allusion to the Upanisadic text show- 
ing the excellence of the wisdom of Kapila, one cannot on that 
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score put faith on any view of Kapila even when it contradicts 
the Vedas, because that conclusion has for its basis only a 
similarity of the name Kapila, and because another Kapila, 
called Vasudeva, is mentioned in the Smrti, who burnt away 
the sons of Sagara. Moreover, a passage meant for imparting 
knowledge of one thing cannot prove the existence of 
something else (mentioned casually), unless the latter has some 
independent basis. Besides, there is a Vedic text declaring the 
greatness of Manu: “Whatever has been spoken by Manu 1s a 
curative medicine” (Tai. Sa. II. ii. 10.2). And Manu says, “That 
sacrificer to the Self, who sees his own Self equally in all beings, 
and all beings in his own Self, attains independent sovereignty” 
(XII. 91), where we understand that he eulogizes the vision of 
everything as the Self and thereby condemns the (dualistic) 
view of Kapila. For Kapila does not approve the realization of 
everything as the Self, since he admits a multiplicity of souls. 
The passage, “O Brahmana, are the souls many or one?” in the 
Mahabharata, raises a discussion, the opponent’s point of view 
being stated in “O king, the souls are many according to those 
who base their discussion on Samkhya and Yoga’. Then by 
way of demolishing that theory, the start is made with the 
passage, “Just as the same earth is spoken of as the source of 
many human forms, so also I shall tell you of that cosmic Person 
endowed with transcendental qualities”. And lastly omnipresence 
itself is established in the passage: “He is my indwelling Self as 
well as yours; He is the witness of all others who are spoken of 
as associated with bodies; but He is not perceived by anybody 
anywhere. All heads are His, all hands are His; all legs, all eyes, 
all noses are His. He is one, but moves through all beings at 
His will. He is blissful and free from sorrow”. There are also 
Vedic passages about the Self of all, as for instance, “When (at 
the time of realization), all beings become the Self of the 


*The text, “(One should realize that God) who saw the seer Kapila 
emerging out” etc. (Sv. V. 2), enjoins the realization of the supreme Sclf, 
so that the mention of the perception of the omniscience of Kapila is 
only by way of restating a fact known otherwise. Now, if that fact 
cannot be proved on some independent ground, the present text, which 
Is a2 mere reiteration (Anuvada), cannot prove it either. 
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enlightened man, then (during that state) what sorrow can 
there be and what delusion to that seer of non-duality?” (18. 7). 
Hence both to the Vedas and the teachings of Manu which fol- 
low the Vedas, the scripture of Kapila is antagonistic not only 
so far as it assumes an independent Prakrti (primordial Nature), 
but also because of its assumption of a multiplicity of souls. For 
the Vedas have an independent authority with regard to what 
they reveal (within their own province), just as much as the 
sun has with regard to its colour, whereas the authority of any 
human being is remote, since it depends on some other source 
of knowledge and since the memory of the speaker intervenes. 
Hence it is nothing damaging if the Smrtis are left without any 
application in matters contradictory to the Vedas. 

Why, again, it constitutes no defect to leave the Smrtis with- 
out any scope? 


TAT ATTTHSA: UM 


aq And gavarq of the others aqqecq: there being no 
perception. 


2. And (Pradhdna is not the cause) since the others are not 
met with (in the Vedas and common experience). 


Categories, other than Pradhana, such as mahat and the rest, 
which are assumed in the Smrtis as the derivatives of Pradhana, 
are not met with either in the Vedas or in common experience. 
Of these the elements and the senses can have a place in the 
Smytis, since they are well known in the world and the Vedas. 
But since mahat and the rest are unfamiliar, like the- objects of 
a sixth sense, both in the world and the Vedas, they are not fit 
to be mentioned in the Smrtis. Even though words appearing 
to suggest them may occur occasionally in the Vedas, they do 
not really bear those meanings, as it was explained under the 
aphorism, “If it be said that even the inferred entity is revealed 
to the followers of some recension” (I. iv. 1). The idea implied 
is that, since the reference to the derivatives (mahat and the 
rest) is invalid, the Smrti referring to the source (Pradhana) 
must be equally so. From this point of view also there can be 
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no fault arising from leaving the (Sathkhya) Smptis without 
scope. As for the logical validity of the Sammkhya view, it will 
be demolished under the aphorisms commencing with, “Brahman 
is not the cause of the universe, since the world is of a different 
nature” (II. 1. 4). 


Topic 2: REFUTATION OF YOGA 


Uda ART: TCA: URI 
uda Hereby aiq: Yoga yeqe: is refuted. 
3. Hereby is refuted Yoga. 


The arguments under the last topic are being extended here 
to another topic by saying that “hereby”, by the repudiation of 
the Samkhya Smypti, it is to be understood that the Yoga Smrti 
is also repudiated. For there also, in contradiction to the Vedas, 
occurs the assumption of Pradhana as an independent cause, as 
also of its derivatives, mabat and the rest, though these have no 
place in common experience or the Vedas. 

Opponent: If that be so, all this is already implied in the 
earlier aphorism. So why is this fresh extension? 

Vedantin: Because an additional doubt does crop up, Yoga 
having been-enjoined in the Vedas as a means to the realization 
of full illumination, as in, “The Self is to be realized—to be 
heard of, reflected on, and profoundly meditated upon” (Br. 
II. iv. 5). Moreover in the Svetasvatara Upanisad we come 
across an elaborate injunction about Yoga, comprising the 
arrangement of seat and the rest, which commences with the 
verse, “Holding the body in balance, with the three limbs 
(chest, neck, and head) erect” (II. 8). And thousands of Vedic 
signs indicative of Yoga are met with, as in, “The holding of 
the senses and organs unperturbed and under control is called 
Yoga by the adepts” (Ka. II. iu. 11), “Getting fully this 
knowledge (of Brahman) and the process of Yoga” (Ka. II. iii. 
18), and so on. In the philosophy of Yoga also, it is said, “Now 
then, starts Yoga which is a means to the realization of Reality”, 


where it is admitted as a means to complete illumination. So a 
20 
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portion of the Yoga Smrti being acceptable to either side, it 
cannot be discarded just as much as the Smypti about the 
Astakaé ceremony cannot be.? This additional doubt is also 
disposed of by extending the application of the previous apho- 
rism. Though there is an agreement in respect of a portion of 
the subject-matter, still since disagreement is in evidence in 
respect of others, as shown above, an effort is being made 
against the Samkhya and Yoga Smptis alone, though many 
Smrtis dealing with spiritual matters are extant. For the Sarnkhya 
and Yoga are well recognized in the world as means for the 
achievement of the highest human goal (liberation), and they 
are accepted by the good people and are supported by Vedic 
indicatory marks, as in, “One becomes freed from all the 
bondages after realizing the Deity that is the source of these 
desires and is attained through Samkhya and Yoga”. Their refuta- 
tion centres round only this false claim that liberation can be 
attained through Sarhkhya knowledge or the path of Yoga 
independently of the Vedas. For the Upanisads reject the claim 
that there can be anything apart from the Vedic knowledge of 
the unity of the Self that can bring about liberation, as is denied 
in, “By knowing Him alone, one goes beyond death. There is 
no other path to proceed by” (Sv. III. 8). But the followers of 
Samhkhya and Yoga are dualists, and they do not perceive the 
unity of the Self. 

As for the reference to realization in the quotation, “One 
becomes freed after realizing the Deity that is the source of all 
desires and is attained through Sarnkhya and Yoga” (Sv. VI. 13), 
the Vedic knowledge and meditation are there referred to by 
the words Samkhya and Yoga’, for these latter have an affinity 
of meaning to the former. This is how it is to be understood. 
But it is admitted that Samkhya and Yoga have their applica- 


* Astaka, a kind of obsequial ceremony, is neither mentioned in the 
Vedas nor prohibited there. So it is inferred that since the Smrtis are 
meant for the followers of the Vedas, the Smrti enjoining the ceremony 
had its source in some lost Vedic text. Hence it is undertaken accordingly. 

*Derivatively Samkhya means full knowledge, and Yoga means constant 
meditation of “I am Brahman”, and not mere “Stoppage of mental trans- 
formations”, as Patanyali says. 
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tion so far as those features are concerned which are not antag- 
onistic to the Vedas; for instance, the absolute (qualityless) 
Purusa (infinite conscious Entity) that is well known in such 
Upanisadic texts as, “For this infinite Being is unattached” 
(Br. IV. iii. 15), is accepted by the Sarnkhyas when they affirm 
that their purusa (individual soul) is without any quality. 
Similarly the followers of Yoga, when instructing about the 
qualifications of monks etc., subscribe to the path of detach- 
ment as it is well known from the Upanisadic text, “Then there 
is the monk with his discoloured (ochre) cloth, shaven head, 
and non-acceptance of all gifts” (Jabala, 5). 

Thus also are to be refuted all the Smptis of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika schools. 

Opponent: Through inference and supporting reason, they 
too are conducive to the knowledge of Reality. 

Vedantin : Let them be so conducive. But the knowledge of 
Reality springs from the Upanisadic texts alone, as is stated in 
such passages as, “One who is not versed in the Vedas cannot 
reflect on the great Entity” (Tai. Br. III. xii. 9.7). “I ask you 
of that infinite Being known only from the Upanisads” (Br. 
Il. ix. 26). 


Topic 3: DIFFERENCE IN NATURE 


a famericaee aaied A Weal{ ivi 


(Brahman is) q not (the cause), famerrcary owing to the 
dissimilarity in nature aeq of this (universe); q and aurea 
the fact of being so geatq follows from the Vedas. 


4. Brabman is not the cause of the universe owing to the 
dissimilarity in the nature of this universe; and the fact of being 
so is known from the Vedas. 


The objection to the view that Brahman is the material as 
well as efficient cause of the universe, that was raised from the 
standpoint of the Smrtis, has been disposed of. Now is being 
met the objection raised from the standpoint of logic. 

-Objection: When this meaning of the Vedas has once been 
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ascertained, how can there be any scope for doubt from the 
standpoint of logic? Are not the Vedas as much an independent 
authority about Brahman as they are about virtue and vice? 

Opponent : Such an objection could have been raised, if like 
religious rites etc., that have to be accomplished, the subject- 
matter here had to be known from the Vedas alone, and not 
from any other source of knowledge. But Brahman is recognized 
aS an entity already existing (and not a thing to be accom- 
plished). With regard to an existing reality, other means of 
knowledge have also an applicability, as for instance in the case 
of the earth etc. And just as in a case of conflict among Vedic 
texts, all the rest are made to conform to one, so also when the 
Vedic texts contradict other means to knowledge, they should 
be made to conform to others. Besides, inference is nearer to 
perception inasmuch as it presents an unknown thing in con- 
formity with the characteristics of the known, whereas the 
Vedic passages are remote from perception inasmuch as they 
present their subject-matters on the basis of (dogmatic) tradi- 
tion. It is held that the knowledge of Brahman, culminating in 
personal realization, has a perceived (or tangible) result in 
the form of removing ignorance and leading to liberation. The 
Upanisadic text, “The Self is to be heard of, reflected on” (By. 
II. iv. 5), which enjoins reflection over and above hearing, 
shows that reasoning is also to be given due consideration. 
Hence the doubt is again preferred from the standpoint of logic, 
by saying, “Brahman is not the cause of the universe owing to 
the dissimilarity in nature”. The assertion made that conscious 
Brahman is the material cause of the universe has no legs to 
stand on. 

Why? 

Because this product is dissimilar to the material cause. For 
this universe, that is believed to be a product of Brahman, is 
seen to be different in nature from Brahman, it being insentient 
and impure, whereas Brahman is declared in the Upanisads to 
be dissimilar in nature from the universe, It being conscious 
and holy. It is not a matter of experience that things differing 
in nature can be related as the material cause and its effect. For 
products like gold necklace etc. cannot have clay etc. as their 
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material cause, nor can earthen plates etc. have gold as their 
material. As a matter of fact, clay things are made from clay, 
and gold things from gold. Similarly this universe—insentient, 
full of happiness, misery, and delusion as it is—must be the 
product of something which is insentient and abounds in happi- 
ness, misery, and delusion. But it cannot be the product of 
Brahman which is dissimilar. That the universe is dissimilar to 
Brahman is to be understood from noticing the former’s insen- 
tience and impurity. This universe is impure because it abounds 
with happiness, sorrow, and dejection, and as a result leads to 
enjoyment, grief, and delusion etc., and it remains diversified 
into such high and low states as heaven, hell, etc. And the 
universe is insentient, since it is admitted to be serviceable to 
the sentient (souls) by becoming transformed into bodies and 
senses. There can be no action and reaction in the form of 
mutual benefit when two things are absolutely equal, for two 
lamps do not help each other. 

Objection: Though the body and organs be sentient, they 
can still be beneficial to the experiencing soul on the analogy 
of the master and the servant. 

Opponent: Not so, for even in the case of the master and 
the servant, it is the insentient part alone that is beneficial to the 
sentient (master). Those things which constitute the insentient 
appendages of the one sentient being, viz the intellect and the 
rest, are alone serviceable to the other sentient being. But one 
conscious entity does not by itself either help or harm another 
conscious entity. For the Samkhyas are of opinion that the 
conscious souls are devoid of degrees of perfection and imper- 
fection, and hence they are not the agents of action. Therefore 
the bodies and organs are insentient. Not that there is any 
proof of consciousness residing in wood or lumps of earth. This 
distinction between the sentient and the insentient is quite 
familiar in the world. Accordingly, this universe cannot have 
Brahman as its material cause, for it is different from Brahman in 
nature. 

Objection: Somebody might make such an assertion: Hearing 
from the Vedas that: creation has Consciousness as its material 
cause, we can understand on the strength of this, that the whole 
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universe is conscious, for the characteristics of the material are 
seen to inhere in the product. The non-perception of conscious- 
ness is caused by some peculiarity of the transformation. Just 
as the sentience of the souls, which is a patent fact, is not felt 
in states of sleep, unconsciousness, etc., similarly the sentience in 
wood, lumps of earth, etc. can remain unmanifest. And on 
account of this very peculiarity brought about by manifesta- 
tion or non-manifestation of Consciousness, and on account of 
the presence or absence of forms etc., it involves no contradic- 
tion to have a relationship of superiority and inferiority between 
the soul and the assemblage of body and senses, although as 
Consciousness they are the same. And just as meat, soup, and 
rice, which are equally the products of earth, become helpful 
to one another (as courses of food) by virtue of their individ- 
ual peculiarity, similarly it can be here as well. For that very 
reason (of distinction created by expression and non-expression), 
the well-known division between the sentient and the insentient 
is also not contradicted. 

Opponent : In this way also the well-known division between 
sentience and insentience can at the most be somehow circum- 
vented; but even so the distinction between the holy and the 
unholy cannot be explained away. Nor can the other dissimilar- 
ity (shown below) be really reconciled. This is stated in, “And 
that fact of being thus different is known from the Vedas.” If 
sentience for everything, even though this fact is surely un- 
known in this world, be assumed on the strength of the Vedic 
declaration that Consciousness is the material cause and in 
accordance with people’s reliance on the Vedas, then that 
assumption is opposed by the Vedas themselves, since “the fact 
of being so (different) is known from the Vedas” as well. “The 
fact of being so” means, “the fact of being different from the 
material cause”. In the passage, “It became the sentient and the 
insentient” (Tai. II. vi.), the Vedas themselves apprise us of the 
insentience of some portion and thereby let us know that the 
insentient creation is different from Brahman. 

Objection: Is not sentience also asserted sometimes by the 
Upanisads for the elements and organs which are considered to 
be insentient? For instance, in “Earth said”, “Water said” (S. 
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B. VI. i. 3. 2-4), “That Fire deliberated”, “That Water delib- 

erated” (Ch. VI. ii. 3-4), etc., we come across Vedic texts 

about the sentience of the elements. There are also texts about 

the organs; “Those organs, disputing over their respective great- 

ness, went to Brahman” (Br. VI. i. 7), “They said to the organ 

of speech, ‘Chant the Udgitha for us’” (Br. I. iii. 2), and so on. 
Opponent : Hence comes the answer: 


africa faster iy 


q But afwzarfa-crqear: the reference is to the presiding deities 
farts-aqrfarary Owing to the mention of distinction and 
inherence. 


5. But this is only a reference to the presiding deities, because 
of the mention of distinction (between the sentient deities and 
the insentient organs and elements) and the inherence (of these 
deities in them). 


The word “but” discards the objection. It is not to be assumed 
from such Vedic passages as “Earth said”, that the elements and 
organs have sentience, since this is only a reference to the 
presiding deities—the sentient deities identifying themselves 
with earth etc. and the organs of speech etc. being referred to 
as engaged in activities befitting conscious beings, such as 
talking and disputing (or quarrelling). But the mere organs and 
elements are not so referred to. 

How can this be? 

“Because of the mention of distinction and inherence.” For 
the distinction, expressing itself as a division, of the experiencing 
souls and the elements and organs, into the sentient and the 
Insentient, was mentioned earlier. And this becomes illogical if 
everything is conscious. Moreover, with a view to obviating any 
assumption regarding the mere organs and for accepting the 
presiding deities, the followers of the Kausitaki recension 
qualify them by the word deity in the course of the anecdote 
of Prana thus: “In days of yore, these deities, while disputing 
about their respective supremacy” (Kau. II. 14), and “All these 
deities, coming to know that their supremacy was in the keep- 


312 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA (IL. 1. 5 


ing of (i.e. derived from) Préma” (Kau. II. 14). Besides, from 
mantras, corroborative statements, anecdotes, mythologies, etc. 
it is known that the sentient presiding deities inhere everywhere 
(in the elements and organs). Such texts as, “Fire entered into 
the mouth by becoming the organ of speech” (Ai. I. ii. 4), 
reveal the benevolent presiding deities inhering in the organs. 
In the subsequent portion of the text also, dealing with the 
anecdote of Prana, occurs the passage, “Those organs approach- 
ed their father Prajapati and said” (Ch. V. i. 7), where we meet 
with such behaviour as going to Prajapati in order to ascer- 
tain their supremacy, the understanding of the supremacy 
of Prana by following a process of agreement and difference, 
according to Prajapati’s advice, by the leaving of the body suc- 
cessively and the carrying of presents to Prama (Br. VI. 1. 
13). These and other forms of behaviour of this kind, which 
are seen to be quite like ours, confirm the view that the 
reference is to the presiding deities. It is to be understood that 
in the text, “That Fire deliberated” also, the deliberation 
referred to belongs to the supreme, presiding Deity (Brahman) 
who inheres in all His modifications (viz the inferior deities). 
Hence this creation is certainly different from Brahman, and 
being different, it does not have Brahman as the material 
cause. 

Vedantin: Such being the objection raised, the aphorist 
refutes it: 


aad J Wel 
6. But it is seen, 


The word “but” rules out the opponent’s view. The assertion 
that this universe does not have Brahman as its material cause, 
since its characteristics are different, is not wholly true. For it 
is a matter of common experience that from a man, well-known 
as a conscious being, originate hair, nail, etc. that are different 
in nature (being insentient), and scorpion etc. grow in cow- 
dung etc. known to be insentient. 

Opponent: Is it not a fact that the insentient bodies etc. of 
men and others are the sources of the insentient hair, nails, etc., 
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and the insentient bodies of scorpions etc, are produced from 
the insentient cow-dung etc.? 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is: Even so, there is this 
difference that some insentient things constitute the basis for 
some sentient beings, while others do not. Besides, the departure 
from their own source (by hair, nails, etc.) through trans- 
formation is very great indeed, since human bodies and hair, 
nails, etc. differ in appearance, (size), etc. Similar is the differ- 
ence between a scorpion etc. and cow-dung. Had they been 
quite similar, the very conception of cause and effect would 
have vanished. If, however, it is argued that some characteristics, 
inherited by man from his earthly origin, persist in the hair 
and nails etc., and so also those of cow-dung etc. persist in 
the scorpion etc., then in that case the characteristic of exist- 
ence, belonging to Brahman, is seen to persist in space etc. And 
when somebody objects to the theory of Brahman’s being the 
material cause of the universe by relying on the act of dissim- 
ilarity, he has to explain whether the dissimilarity is caused 
by the non-persistence of all the characteristics, or of some 
one of them, or of Consciousness. From the first standpoint the 
whole theory of the material cause becoming transformed into 
the effect will fall through, for in the absence of some distinctive 
feature (in the effect) there can be no such thing as the modifi- 
cation of a material cause. From the second standpoint, the 
objection has no basis, since it has been pointed out that the 
characteristic of existence, belonging to Brahman, is seen to 
inhere in all things counting from space. From the third stand- 
point, there is an absence of confirmatory illustration, for what 
can possibly be cited against the believers in Brahman by saying, 
“Whatever is not endowed with Consciousness is seen to be 
produced from something other than Brahman’? For all things 
are held by us to have Brahman as their material cause. And the 
contradiction with the scriptures is quite obvious, for it has 
been established that the purport of the scriptures is that 
Brahman is the material as well as efficient cause of the uni- 
verse. 

As for the argument that Brahman being an existing thing, 
other means of knowledge should apply to It, that too is a mere 
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figment of the brain. For this Entity is not an object of percep- 
tion, It being devoid of form etc. And It is. not subject to 
inference, being devoid of all grounds of inference etc. 
But like the religious acts (producing virtue), this entity is 
known from the scriptures alone. In support of this occurs 
the Upanisadic text, “This idea about Brahman is not to 
be induced by (independent) logic. O dearest one, when 
imparted by some (knower of Brahman) who is other than the 
logician, this idea becomes conducive to realization” (Ka. I. ii. 
9), and the Vedic text, ““Who ever knew here that thing directly 
from which this diverse creation originated, and who ever spoke 
of this in this world? The gods were later than this creation. So 
how can anyone know that from which creation originated?” 
(R.V. I. xxx. 6). These two verses show that the origin of the 
universe is inscrutable even to the perfected lordly (divine) 
beings. There is also the Smrti text: “Entities that are beyond 
thought are not to be approached through logic. The definition 
of the unthinkable is that which is beyond nature”; as also “The 
Self is said to be unmanifested, unthinkable, and unchangeable” 
(Gita, II. 25), “Neither the hosts of gods, nor the great rsis 
(seers) know My origin, for in every way I am the source of 
all the gods and the great ryis” (Gita, X. 2), and similar other 
passages. 

It was also argued that by enjoining “reflection” over and 
above “hearing”, the (Brhadaranyaka) Upanisad shows that logic 
also is to be honoured. But through such a subterfuge, empty 
logic cannot find any scope here; for logic, conforming to the 
Upanisads, is alone resorted to here as a subsidiary means help- 
ing realization. And this is of this kind: Since the states of sleep 
and wakefulness contradict each other, the Self is not identified 
with any one of them; since the individual soul dissociates itself 
from the world in the state of deep sleep to become one with 
the Self which is Existence, it must be the same as the tran- 
scendental Self; since creation has originated from Brahman, and 
since the law is that the cause and effect are non-different, 
creation must be non-different from Brahman; and so on. The 
aphorism, “Because reasoning has no conclusiveness, (it cannot 
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upset the conclusions of Vedanta)” (II. i. 11) will show that 
independent reasoning is misleading. 

And it was pointed out that in accordance with the Vedic 
declaration that the material cause of the universe is conscious, 
the pseudo-Vedantist concludes that the whole of creation is 
conscious. Still we say that even from his standpoint, the text, 
“It became the sentient and insentient” (Tai. II. vi.), which 
speaks of the division between the conscious and the uncon- 
scious, can surely be reconciled on the basis of the manifestation 
or non-manifestation of Consciousness. It is rather from the 
standpoint of the other party (i.e. the Sarhkhyas) alone, that 
even this Vedic mention of division becomes irreconcilable. 

How? 

Because here the Upanisad reveals the presence of the supreme 
Cause in the whole of creation by saying, “It became the sen- 
tient and the insentient”. On the basis of this text, just as it can 
be argued on the one hand that it is impossible for the sentient 
to become insentient owing to dissimilarity, so also it can be 
argued on the other, that the insentient (Pradhana) cannot 
become the sentient creatures. As, however, the dissimilarity 
(between Brahman and creation) has already been explained 
away (with the help of such illustrations as cow-dung and 
scorpion), therefore a conscious cause is to be accepted just as 
it is mentioned in the Upanisads. 


wafafa wa sfasararacang ivi 


(The effect is) aaq non-existent eff aq if this be the 
contention, #7 not so; Trea aT AcaTy it being a mere negation. 


7. If it be said that the effect (in that case) is non-existent 
(before creation), then not so; for it is merely a negation 
(without any object to deny). 


Opponent: If Brahman, that is conscious, pure, and free from 
sound etc., be accepted as the cause of the effect that is opposed 
to It, being unconscious, impure, and possessed of sound etc., 
then it comes to this that the effect was non-existent before 
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creation. And that conclusion is undesirable for you (Vedantins) 
who believe in the pre-existence of the effect (in the cause). 

Vedamtin: That creates no difficulty, for yours is a denial 
without any object to deny. This denial cannot amount to a 
rejection of the existence of the effect before creation. 

How? 

Because it can be understood that even as today, the effect 
(universe) has existence only in identity with its material cause 
(Existence-Brahman), so it had its existence in that very way 
even before creation. For even now, this creation does not exist 
independently of the Self that is its material source, as is shown 
in the Upanisadic text, “All ousts one who knows it as different 
from the Self” etc. (Br. II. iv. 6). But the existence of the 
product as the cause before creation is in an indistinguishable 
form. 

Opponent : Is not Brahman, the (alleged) source of the world, 
devoid of sound etc.? 

Vedantin : True; but the effect, possessed of sound etc., does 
not certainly exist separately from its Self, the material cause, 
either before creation or now. Thus it cannot be said that the 
effect is non-existent before its creation. We shall speak about 
this elaborately when dealing with the non-difference of the 
cause and effect (B.S. II. i. 14). 


ANN TAHT It 


aaat In dissolution aq-aq-TaET_ owing to the predicament 
of becoming just like that a@aAsqay it becomes incongruous. 


8. Since in dissolution there is the predicament of the cause 
becoming gust like that effect, therefore this (theory that 
Brahman is the material cause) becomes incongruous. 


To this the opponent makes this rejoinder. If it be admitted 
that this creation, possessed of grossness, parts, insentience, limi- 
tation, impurity, etc., has Brahman as Its material cause, then 
during merger, i.e. dissolution, when the course of creation is 
reversed and the effect becomes indistinguishable from the 
cause, it will taint the cause with its own attributes. Thus since 
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in this way arises the possibility of Brahman’s becoming tainted 
during dissolution by the impurities etc. of creation, the Upani- 
sadic view that the omniscient Brahman is the material cause 
of the universe is incongruous. There is also another absurdity. 
When all differences become obliterated, there will be no 
possibility of a re-emergence with a division between the experi- 
encers and the objects of experience, since there can be no 
fixity of rules to guide the new creation. Besides, there will be 
this impropriety: If it be admitted that the experiencing souls 
can be reborn after they have become unified with supreme 
Brahman during dissolution when even the results of their past 
actions become obliterated, then there will arise the possibility 
of even the free souls being reborn. If on the contrary it be 
held that even in dissolution this world maintains its distinction 
from the supreme Brahman, then there will be no possibility 
of dissolution; and yet there can be no effect that is non- 
different from the cause. In this way this is all inconsistent to 
be sure. 


Tq CRRA ileal 


q But @ not so AR REICH! owing to the existence of 
supporting illustration. 


9. But that cannot be so on account of the existence of sup- 
porting illustration. 


Vedantin: The answer here is: There is certainly nothing 
incongruous in our point of view. As for the argument that 
when the effect merges in the cause, it will tarnish the cause 
with its own drawbacks, that is unacceptable. 

Why? 

For there are illustrations to substantiate this; there are 
illustrations to show that even though the effects merge in their 
causes, they do not pollute the latter with their own peculiarities. 
For instance, such products as plates etc., fashioned out of the 
material earth, have the peculiarities of being high, medium, and 
flat during their separate existence; but when they become 
re-absorbed into their original substance, they do not transfer 
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their individual features to it. Nor do such products as necklaces 
etc., fashioned out of gold, transfer their individual peculiarities 
to gold during their merger into it. The host of living creatures 
of four classes, emerging from earth, do not transmit their indi- 
vidual characteristics to the earth during their absorption into 
it. But there is no such illustration in support of your point of 
view. Resorption itself will be an impossibility if the effect 
should persist in the cause together with its peculiarities. And 
though cause and effect are non-different, the effect has the 
mature of that cause and not vice versa, which fact we shall 
state under the aphorism, “The non-difference of the effect 
from the cause is known from words like ‘origin’” (II. i. 14). 
And your argument that the effect will pollute the cause during 
resorption does not go very far; for the position is the same 
even during the state of continuance (of creation), since the 
cause and effect are admitted to be non-different. The effect is 
recognized to be equally non-different from the cause during 
all the three periods of time according to the Upanisadic texts 
like the following: “...and this all are the Self” (Br. II. iv. 6), 
“All this is but the Self” (Ch. VII. xxv. 2), “All this that is in 
front is but Brahman, the immortal” (Mu. II. ii. 11), “All this 
is certainly Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 1). The way that the objec- 
tion has to be met there (during continuance) by holding that 
the cause is not affected by the product and its characteristics, 
these being superimposed on the cause by nescience, is equally 
to be followed in the case of dissolution as well. Moreover, there 
are parallel instances. As a magician himself is not affected at 
any time—past, present, or future—by the magic conjured up 
by himself, it being unreal, so also the supreme Self is not 
affected by this world which is a delusion. As a dreamer, 
remaining the same under all conditions, is not affected by the 
delusion of dreaming, just because that delusion does not persist 
in him during the states of wakefulness and sleep, so also the 
witness of the three states, who ever remains the same, is not 
touched by the three variable states. This appearance of the 
supreme Self in identity with the three states is a mere super- 
imposition, as in the case of the rope appearing as a snake etc. 
With regard to this it is said by the teacher Gaudapada, versed 
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in the traditional views of Vedanta, ‘““When the individual sleep- 
ing under the influence of beginningless Maya is awakened, 
then he realizes the birthless, sleepless, dreamless, non-dual 
(turiya)” (Ma. Ka. I. 16). Thus the objection that was raised 
that in resorption, the cause, like the effect will be open to the 
defects of grossness etc., has no validity. 

And it was pointed out that if all distinctions are obliterated 
during resorption there will be no reasonable ground regulating 
the re-emergence of creation with the usual differences. That 
too is untenable for the very reason that there is a supporting 
illustration, As in natural slumber and samadhi (absorption in 
divine consciousness), though there is a natural eradication of 
differences, still owing to the persistence of the unreal nescience, 
differences occur over again when one wakes up, similarly it 
can also happen here. Bearing on this is the Upanisadic text, “All 
these beings, when they become one with Existence (during 
sleep), do not know, “We have become one with Existence’. 
Whatever they might have been here—tiger, lion, wolf, pig, 
worm, butterfly, gnat, or mosquito—they become so over again 
(after returning)” (Ch. VI. ix. 3). As during the state of the 
continuance of the world, it is seen that like dream, there are 
empirical differentiations under the influence of unreal igno- 
rance, despite the existence of the supreme Self as an undifferen- 
tiated entity, so also we can infer that even in dissolution, a 
power of diversification, possessed by unreal nescience, persists, 
Hereby is answered the objection that free souls may become 
subjected to rebirth. For (in their cases) unreal nescience stands 
eradicated by full illumination. And the other objection that 
was implied at the end that even in dissolution the universe will 
continue in the supreme Brahman with all its diversification, that 
too is dismissed by the non-admission of such a position. Hence 
this view of the Upanisads is quite logical. 


TATATSIITA Noll 


q And T4-Feq-TTAT owing to (your) own point of view 
being open to defects. 


10. And because the defects cling to your own point of view. 
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Besides, these defects will crop up equally from the stand- 
point of our opponent. 

How? 

The answer is: The objection advanced that this universe 
cannot have Brahman as its material cause on account of its 
dissimilarity is applicable equally against the theory of Pradhana 
as the material cause; for it is admitted (by the Samkhyas) that 
the universe of sound etc. springs out of Pradhana which is 
devoid of sound etc. So from the admission of the origin of a 
dissimilar effect, the defect of the product having no previous 
existence persists equally. Similarly from the admission (by 
the Samkhyas) of the non-difference of the effect from the 
cause during dissolution, the defect arising from such a position 
is equally applicable. Again, when during dissolution the effects 
are divested of all their peculiarities and they become non- 
differentiated, then the differences that could have been distin- 
guished individually before dissolution, by saying that such and 
such a material created such and such a person, and such and 
such a material created that other, cannot be so determined at 
the time of a new creation; for there is no such regulating basis 
for this. And even if in the absence of any basis, a regularity in 
the recurrence (of difference) be maintained, then the absence 
of a basis being the same, such a theory may lead to the rebirth 
of a free soul as well. If, again, it be argued that some distinctive 
features become effaced during resorption while others are not, 
then those that do not part with their peculiarities will not be 
the products of Pradhana. These defects being thus equally 
shared, they are not to be hurled at either point of view. Thus 
this merely strengthens the faultlessness of the Vedantic stand- 
point, which has to be accepted in any case. 


THATS Ata ATAaaAAHAS: WLM 
a#-aafasrarg Owing to the inconclusiveness of reasoning 
afy also q-qay in a different way aqAqy it has to be reasoned 
afa aq if it be argued thus, way aff even so, afaater-reare : 


there will be no getting away (from the defect). 


Il. If it be argued that although reasoning is inconclusive, 
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still it has to be done in a different way, (so as to avoid this 
defect), then even so there will be no getting away from the 
defect. 


For this further reason, one should not on the strength of 
mere logic challenge something that has to be known from the 
Vedas. For reasoning, that has no Vedic foundation and springs 
from the mere imagination of persons, lacks conclusiveness. For 
man’s conjecture has no limits. Thus it is seen that an argument 
discovered by adepts with great effort is falsified by other 
adepts; and an argument hit upon by the latter is proved to be 
hollow by still others. So nobody can rely on any argument as 
conclusive, for human intellect differs. If, however, the reason- 
ing of somebody having wide fame, say for instance, Kapila or 
someone else, be relied on under the belief that this must be 
conclusive, even so it surely remains inconclusive, inasmuch as 
people, whose greatness is well recognized and who are the 
initiators of scriptures (or schools of thought)—for instance, 
Kapila, Kanada, and others—are seen to hold divergent views. 

If, again, it be said (by the opponent): “We shall infer in 
some other way, so that no defect of inconclusiveness can arise. 
It cannot certainly be asserted that there can be no conclusive 
argument whatsoever; for even this inconclusiveness of reason- 
ing is established by reasoning itself. For by noticing that some 
reasonings are inconclusive, it is concluded that others of the 
same class must be so. Moreover, on the assumption that all 
reasonings are inconclusive, all human dealings will be upset. 
It is noticed that people wishing to get happiness or avoid misery 
pursue future courses on the analogy of the past and present 
courses. And when there is any divergence as regards interpre- 
tation of Vedic passages, it is through reasoning, meant for the 
determination of the meaning of sentences, that false interpreta- 
tions are discarded and the proper import is determined. Manu 
is also of the same opinion when he says, ‘One who would 
extricate virtue from vice, should fully master three things— 
direct perception, inference, and scriptures that have come 
down through different traditions’ (XII. 105), and ‘He, and 


nobody else, knows virtue and vice who seeks to understand 
21 
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the teachings about virtue and vice, imparted by the sages, 
with the help of reasoning that does not run counter to Vedic 
literature’ (XII. 106). This in fact constitutes a recommenda- 
tion for reasoning that it is thought to be inconclusive (i.e. not 
dogmatic), for it is thus that one has to discard faulty reasoning 
and resort to the faultless one. There is no sense in being a fool 
just because one’s forefathers were so. Hence the assertion that 
reasoning has no finality creates no real difficulty.” 

To this (we Vedantins say): “Even so there is no getting away 
from the defect.” Although reasoning may be noticed to have 
finality in some contexts, still in the present context it cannot 
possibly get any immunity from the charge of being incon- 
clusive; for this extremely sublime subject-matter, concerned 
with the reality of the cause of the Universe and leading to 
the goal of liberation, cannot even be guessed without the help 
of the Vedas. And we said that It cannot be known either 
through perception, being devoid of form etc., or through 
inference etc., being devoid of the grounds of inference etc. 

Besides, (taking avimoksa to mean “absence of liberation”), 
it is the accepted view of all who stand by liberation that free- 
dom from bondage comes from true illumination. And that true 
enlightenment has no diversity, since its content is the thing- 
in-itself. That content of knowledge is said to be the most 
real since it ever remains the same; and in the world, the 
knowledge of that kind is said to be right knowledge, as for 
instance, the knowledge about fire that it is hot. This being the 
case, people should have no divergence when they have true 
knowledge, whereas the difference among people whose know- 
ledge is based on reasoning is well known from their mutual 
opposition. For it is a patent fact of experience, that when a 
logician asserts, “This indeed is the true knowledge”, it is 
upset by somebody else. And what is established by the latter 
is disproved by still another. How can any knowledge, arising 
from reasoning, be correct, when its content has no fixity of 
form? Again, the follower of the theory of Pradhana is not 
accepted by all logicians as the best among adepts in reasoning, 
in which opposite case alone could his knowledge be accepted by 
us as right knowledge. It is not also possible to assemble all the 
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logicians of past, present, and future at the same place and time, 
whereby to arrive at a single idea, having the same form and 
content, so as to be the right knowledge. But since the Vedas 
are eternal and a source of knowledge, they can reasonably 
reveal as their subject-matter something which is (well estab- 
lished and) unchanging; and the knowledge arising from them 
can be true, so that no logician, past, present, or future can 
deny it. Hence it is proved that the knowledge arising from 
the Upanisads is alone the true knowledge. And since there 
can be no other source of true knowledge, (avimoksaprasangab) 
“there will arise the possibility of liberation being ruled out’. So 
the conclusion stands firm that in accordance with the Vedas 
and reasoning conforming to the Vedas, conscious Brahman is 
the material and efficient cause of the universe. 


Topic 4: NoN-ACCEPTANCE BY THE WISE 


wea frersferet ata sarearan: Weel 


wdat Hereby farg-aaferat: the views not accepted by the 
wise aft also sqreqtat: are explained. 


12. Hereby are explained all the (other) theories that 
are not accepted by the wise. 


As the theory of Pradhana as the material cause of the 
universe approximates to the Vedantic philosophy; as it is sup- 
ported by plausible reasons; and as it is accepted by some good 
followers of the Vedas, therefore the objection has been 
demolished that could be raised against the Upanisadic passages 
on the strength of the logic based on that theory. Now, some 
people of dull intellect raise certain objections against the 
Upanisadic passages on the strength of logic based on the views 
that the atoms etc. are the material causes. Hence the arguments 
advanced earlier are being extended here on the analogy of 
defeating the chief wrestler. 

Those views that are accepted are parigrahab; those that 
are not accepted are aparigrabab. Those unacceptable to the 
wise are sista-aparigrahab. “Hereby”, by the reasons advanced 
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or refuting the theory of Pradhana as the cause; it is to be 
understood that the theories of atoms etc. as the causes, which 
are not accepted even partially by wise people like Manu, 
Vyasa, and others, “are also explained” as not to be accepted; 
they are to be understood as having been repudiated. The 
reasons for the refutation being the same, there can be no 
room for anything else that can be doubted. The reasons in 
support of the refutation—viz that the supreme cause of the 
universe is beyond the ken of logic, that reasoning is incon- 
clusive, that even if inference be applied otherwise, it cannot 
get out of the difficulty, that there is contradiction with the 
Vedas, and so on—are equally applicable here. 


Topic 5: BRAHMAN BECOMING AN EXPERIENCER 


ARAMA AT Besa WLM 
are-arrd: From the fact of (objects) becoming the experi- 
encing soul afeart: distinctions will cease qq if such be the 
contention gqaTq it can well exist wlwaq as seen in common 
experience. 


13. If it be argued that the distinction between the experiencer 
(of happiness and sorrow) and the things experienced will cease 
when the (experienced) objects turn into the experiencer, then 
we say that such a distinction can well exist as observed in 
common experience. 


Opponent: The view that Brahman is the cause is being 
controverted again with the help of reasoning from another 
point of view. Although the Vedas are a valid means of 
knowledge within their own domain, still when they contra- 
dict some fact known through other means, they must be 
interpreted otherwise (in a secondary sense), as for instance, in 
the case of the mantras and corroborative statements. Even 
reasoning will be fallacious when it oversteps into fields that 
are not its own, such as the fields of virtue and vice. 

What follows if it be so? 

From this it follows that it is illogical that the Vedas should 
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overrule something well ascertained through some other means 
of knowledge. 

How again do the Vedas deny what is well established by 
other means of proof? 

Apropos of this it is said that the division between the experi- 
encer and the things experienced is quite familiar in this world 
—the experiencer (bhokta) being the conscious embodied soul, 
and sound etc. being the objects experienced (bhogya). For 
instance, Devadatta is the experiencer (enjoyer) and food is 
the thing experienced (enjoyed). That division will be nullified 
if the experiencer should become the things experienced and vice 
versa. Yet this interchange of position between them will result 
from the assumption of their non-difference from Brahman, the 
supreme cause. But this well-known division should not be 
effaced. On the contrary, on the analogy of the division 
between the experiencer and things experienced, as it exists now, 
the inference should be that the same was and will be the case in 
the past and the future. Accordingly, the assertion of Brahman 
as the material cause is improper, for it leads to a denial of the 
well-known division between the experiencer and the thing 
experienced. 

Vedantin : Should anyone raise such an objection, the answer 
to him will be: Such a distinction may well exist just as it is in 
common experience. This division can be upheld from our point 
of view as well; for so it is seen in the world. Thus though 
foam, ripple, wave, bubble, etc. which are different modifica- 
tions of the sea, consisting of water, are non-different from the 
sea, still amongst themselves are perceived actions and reactions 
in the form of separating or coalescing. And yet the foam, 
wave, etc., do not lose their individuality in relation to one 
another, even though they are modifications of the sea and 
non-different from it, which is but water. Again, even though 
they do not lose their individuality in one another, they are 
never different from the point of view of their being the sea. 
Similar is the case here. The experiencer and the things experi- 
enced never get identified with each other, nor do they differ 
from the supreme Brahman. Although the experiencer is not a 
transformation of Brahman, for in the Upanisadic text, “Having 
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created that, He entered into that” (Tai. II. vi), it has been 
stated that the Creator Himself, without undergoing any 
change, has become the experiencer by entering into His prod- 
uct (the body), still some difference accrues to one who has 
entered into the product, owing to the presence of the prod- 
uct which serves as the limiting adjunct, just as much as space 
becomes divided, owing to the presence of conditioning factors 
like pot etc. Thus it is said that though all things are non- 
different from the supreme cause, Brahman, still there can be 
such a distinction as the experiencer and the things experienced 
on the analogy of the sea and its waves etc. 


Topic 6: ORIGIN 


ASTUICTATEA Saaz: WE 


aq-watecay There is non-difference of those (cause and 


effect) arerau-aee-arfeeq: on account of the texts about origin 
etc. 


14. There is non-difference of those cause and effect on 
account of the texts about origin ete. 


Assuming, for the sake of argument, an empirical difference 
between the experiencer and the things experienced, the refuta- 
tion (under the previous aphorism) was advanced by holding 
that “the distinction can well exist as observed in common 
experience”. But in reality, this difference does not exist, since 
a non-difference between those cause and effect is recognized. 
The effect is the universe, diversified as space etc. and the cause 
is the supreme Brahman. In reality it is known that the effect has 
non-difference from, i.e. non-existence in isolation from, that 
cause. 

How so? 

“On account of the texts about origin etc.” (in the Upanisad). 
As for the word “origin”, it occurs by way of citing an 
illustration, called for by the assertion that the knowledge 
of all follows from the knowledge of one: “As, O amiable 
one, all things made of clay are known when a lump of 
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clay is known, since a modification has speech as its origin 
and exists only in name; as clay alone it is true” (Ch. 
VI. i. 4). The idea implied is this: When a lump of clay 
is known as nothing but clay in reality, all things made of 
clay, for instance pot, plate, jar, etc., become known, since they 
are non-different as clay, because of which fact it is said, “A 
modification has speech as its origin and exists only in name”. 
A modification, e.g. a pot, plate, or jar, etc. originates from 
speech alone that makes it current by announcing, “It exists”. 
But speaking from the standpoint of the basic substance, no 
modification exists as such (apart from the clay). It has existence 
only in name and it is unreal. As clay alone it is real. This is 
an illustration about Brahman cited in the Upanisad. From the 
use of the phrase, “speech as its origin”, in connection with 
the illustration, it can be understood that even from the stand- 
point of the thing illustrated (viz Brahman), no modification 
has any existence separately from Brahman. Again, after stating 
that fire, water, and food (earth) are the effects of Brahman, 
the Upanisad says that the products of fire, water, and food have 
no existence in isolation from fire, water, and food themselves: 
“The firehood of the (gross) fire is gone, since a modification has 
speech as its origin and exists only in name. The three colours 
are alone true’? (Ch. VI. iv. 1). Because of the use of the word 
“etc.” in “on account of texts about origin etc.”, are to be 
cited the many texts establishing the oneness of the Self, such 
as, “All this has That as its essence; That is the Reality; That 
is the Self; That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), “...and this 
all are the Self” (Br. II. iv. 6), “All this is but Brahman” (Mu. 
II. u. 11), “All this is but the Self” (Ch. VII. xxv. 2), “There 
is no difference whatever in It” (Br. IV. iv. 19), etc. Moreover, 
the knowledge of all cannot be brought about by the knowledge 
of one in any other way. As the spaces within pots or jars are 
non-different from the cosmic space or as water in a mirage 


*The gross fire is a mixture of the subtle elements—fire, water, and 
earth, which are red, white, and black in colour respectively. The gross 
fire gets all these colours from its constituents, and when analysed back, 
it is seen as nothing but those subtle elements with their own charac- 
teristics. ‘Food’ here means earth. 
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is non-different from a (sandy) desert—since they sometimes 
appear and sometimes vanish away, and.as such their nature 
cannot be defined, even so it is to be understood that this diverse 
phenomenal world of experiences, things experienced, and so on, 
has no existence apart from Brahman. 

Opponent: But Brahman consists of many things. As a tree 
has many branches, so Brahman has many powers and functions. 
Hence both unity and diversity are necessarily true, even as a 
tree, considered as a tree, is one, but has diversity in its aspect 
of branches; or as a sea, considered as a sea, is one, but has 
diversity in its aspects of foam, wave etc.; or as clay, considered 
as clay, is one but has diversity in its aspects of a pot, a plate, 
etc. That being so, liberation can well be accomplished through 
knowledge from the standpoint of (the) unity (of Brahman), 
whereas social and Vedic activities can be justified from the 
standpoint of diversity. And in this way the analogy of clay etc. 
will become appropriate. 

Vedgrtm: This cannot be so, since in the illustration, the 
truth of the material cause alone is emphasized by saying “as 
clay alone it is true” (Ch. VI. i. 4) and the unreality of all 
modifications is spoken of in the words, “has speech as its origin” 
(ibid.). In the case of the thing illustrated also the supreme 
cause alone is ascertained to be real in, “All this has That as its 
essence; That is the Reality” (Ch. VI. vi. 7). This also follows 
from the teaching that the embodied soul is Brahman in essence 
in the passage, “That is the Self; That thou art, O Svetaketu” 
(ibid.). This identity of the embodied soul, that is taught, is a 
self-established truth, and it has not to be accomplished through 
some extraneous effort. From this it follows that like the idea 
of the rope removing the ideas of snake etc. (superimposed on 
it), the acceptance of the unity of the (individual) Self with 
Brahman, as declared in the scripture, results in the removal of 
the idea of an individual soul bound up with the body, that is a 
creation of beginningless ignorance. When this (false) notion 
that the embodied soul is the real Self is removed, all those 
activities become sublated which are based on that assumption, 
which are created by ignorance, and for supplying a rationale 
for which a separate diversified part is imagined in Brahman. It 
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is further shown by the Upanisad, with the help of such passages 
as, “But when to the knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self, then what should one see and through what?” (Br. II. 
iv. 13) etc., that in the case of one who has realized Brahman as 
the Self, all (empirical) dealings cease that are concerned with 
action, instruments, and results. It cannot be said that. this nega- 
tion of dealings (in the Self) is confined within a certain state 
(during liberation only), for the identity of the Self and 
Brahman stated in, “That thou art”, is not contingent on any 
particular state. Besides, when with the help of the simile of 
the thief it is shown that one banking on lying comes under 
bondage and one adhering to truth becomes freed (Ch. VI. xvi), 
the point established in the Upanisad is that unity alone is the 
highest truth and that multiplicity is conjured up by false 
ignorance. If both difference and non-difference be true, why 
should a creature be condemned as married to unreality even 
though he be within the domain of empirical existence? The text, 
“He goes from death to death who sees difference as it were in 
Ir’ (Br. IV. iv. 19), while condemning the dualistic vision, 
reveals only this very fact. Besides, from this point of view 
(that both difference and non-difference are true) the attain- 
ment of liberation through knowledge cannot be justified, since 
(in this view) no such false ignorance is admitted as a cause of 
the transmigratory state that can be removed by right know- 
ledge. For if both difference and non-difference.be true, how 
can it be asserted that the knowledge of unity will falsify the 
knowledge of multiplicity? 

Opponent: If absolute unity be affrmed, multiplicity will 
stand negated, and so direct perception and the rest which are 
the empirical means of valid knowledge will be nullified; for 
they will have no valid content like the ideas of a man etc. 
superimposed on a stump etc. Similarly the scriptures about 
injunction and prohibition, which depend on multiplicity, will 
be falsified when diversity is uprooted. Even the scriptures about 
liberation, based on such differences as between the teacher and 
the taught, will be contradicted. Moreover, how can the unity 
of the Self, propounded by the scriptures about liberation, be 
true when they themselves are false? 
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Vedantin: As to this, the reply is: That is no defect; for 
earlier than the realization of the identity of the Self with 
Brahman, all activities can justly be true like the activities in 
dream before waking up. So long as the oneness of the true 
Self is not realized, nobody entertains the idea of unreality when 
dealing with the means of knowledge, objects of knowledge, 
and the results; rather, as a matter of fact, all creatures discard 
their natural oneness with Brahman to accept through ignorance 
the modifications themselves as “I and mine’—that is to say, as 
one’s Self or as belonging to oneself. Hence all common human 
dealings or Vedic observances are logical (and valid) prior to 
the realization of the identity of the Self and Brahman, just as 
much as knowledge with the stamp of conviction, ‘supposed 
to be attained through direct perception, does occur, before 
waking up, to an ordinary man when he is asleep and dreams 
of things high and low. The idea that these are semblances of 
perceived things does not occur to him during that dream. 

Opponent: But how can the true knowledge of the identity 
of the Self with Brahman arise from the unreal Upanisadic texts? 
For a man does not die when bitten by a snake superimposed 
(by him) on a rope, nor are such needs as drinking and bathing 
fulfilled by the water in a mirage. 

Vedantin : That creates no difficulty, for death etc. are seen 
to result from the suspicion of poison etc., and in the case of a 
man in a state of dream even such acts as being bitten by a 
snake and bathing in water do happen. Should one argue that 
such an act too is false, we would say that though the snake- 
bite and bathing in water in the case of a dreamer be false, still 
the knowledge resulting from those acts is true, since that 
knowledge is not sublated even when he wakes up. For even 
when a man knows after waking that the acts of snake-bite and 
bathing in water etc., experienced by him in dream, were false, 
he does not surely consider the knowledge of those acts to be 
false as well. By this—this non-sublation of the knowledge 
acquired by a dreamer—it is to be understood that the doctrine 
of the identity of the Self with the mere body is also discarded.® 


° After seeing oneself in a dream as possessed of a grotesque body, one 
wakes up to see oneself in another body, but even then one remembers, 
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In support of this (true result arising from an unreal basis) 1s 
the Vedic text: “If in the course of performing some rite with 
a view to obtaining results, one sees a woman in a dream, one 
should conclude from that dream that the rite will be successful” 
(Ch. V. ii. 8), which shows the true fulfilment of a desire from 
the seeing of a false dream. So also, after declaring that when 
some evil omens come within the range of one’s direct percep- 
tion, one should conclude, “Methinks I shall not live long”, it 
is said, ““Then again, a black man with black teeth, if seen in a 
dream, causes the death of the dreamer’, which text shows 
that true death is indicated by that false dream itself. Moreover, 
it is a well-known fact in this world, that to people, well versed 
in the method of inferring from agreement and difference, a 
dream of a particular type prognosticates something, while a 
dream of another type foreshadows something else. Similarly 
from the false perception of the presence of letters in some 
lines (drawn on paper) the true letters like a etc. are grasped.® 
Furthermore, the Upanisads are the ultimate (conclusive) means 
of valid knowledge, establishing the truth of the oneness of the 
Self,” after which nothing else remains to be sought after for 
knowledge. Unlike the curiosity arising in common life to know 
“what, with what, and how” on hearing the injunction “one 
should sacrifice”, there remains nothing more to be sought for 
after one is taught, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7). or “I am 
Brahman” (Br. IV. iv. 5), for that knowledge has for its content 
the Self which is all. A curiosity can arise only when something 
is left over, but nothing remains there beyond the oneness of 
the Self about which one may become curious. Besides, it cannot 
be said that such a knowledge does not arise, since there are the 


“I dreamt thus”. This recognition of oneself in different bodies would 
not have been possible if the cognizing Self did not exist as the changeless 
witness in all the states, and different from the bodies. 

*The letters of the alphabet are known from the spoken languages, 
though they are represented by symbolical lines on paper. These scrib- 
blings are not the real letters. 

*So unity and diversity cannot coexist. The Upanisads are an inde- 
pendent means of a unique knowledge of non-duality, which cannot be 
sublated by other means of knowledge, whereas this ultimate knowledge 
eradicates all ideas of duality. 
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Upanisadic texts like, “That reality of the Self he knew from 
him” (Ch. VI. xvi. 3). And this conclusion also follows from 
the enjoining of hearing etc., and study etc. of the Vedas as 
(direct and indirect) means to realization. It cannot be said that 
this realization is useless or erroneous, since it is seen to lead to 
the eradication of ignorance, and since there is no other know- 
ledge to override it. We said earlier that before the realization 
of the oneness of the Self, all ideas of true and false involved in 
human and Vedic dealings remain intact. Hence when all the 
old ideas of multiplicity become uprooted after the establish- 
ment of the oneness of the Self by the ultimate means of valid 
knowledge, there can be no fancying of Brahman as a composite 
thing. 

Opponent : From the citation of the analogy of clay etc., does 
it not follow that, according to the scriptures, Brahman 1s 
capable of transformation? For things like clay etc. are known 
in the world to be changeful. 

Vedantin : We say, no, since Brahman is known to be change- 
less from the Upanisadic texts denying all kinds of change, 
such as, “That great birthless Self is undecaying, immortal, 
undying, fearless, and Brahman” (Br. IV. iv. 25), “This Self is 
that which has been described as ‘Not this, not this’” (Br. IV. iv. 
22), “Neither gross nor minute” (Br. III. vii. 8) etc. For one 
cannot comprehend that the same Brahman can be possessed of 
the attributes of change and changelessness. 

Opponent : It can be like motion and motionlessness. 

Vedantin : No, for Brahman has been qualified as changeless; 
for the changeless Brahman cannot be possessed of diverse attri- 
butes like motion and motionlessness. And we said earlier that 
Brahman is changeless and eternal, it having been denied that 
Brahman can undergo any modification whatsoever. It cannot 
be argued that just as the knowledge of Brahman as the one 
(non-dual) Self brings about liberation, so also Its knowledge as 
an entity transforming Itself into the world is intended to lead 
to some independent result; for there is no evidence in support. 
The scripture reveals only the result arising from the realization 
of the unchanging Brahman as the Self; for instance, the com- 
mencement is made with, “This Self is that which has been 
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described as ‘Not this, not this’” (Br. IV. ii. 4), and then it is 
said, “You have attained that which is free from fear” (ibid.); 
there are also other texts of this kind. That being so, the con- 
clusion to be drawn is this: Since in a context speaking of 
Brahman, it stands proved that the result (i.e. liberation) accrues 
only from the realization of Brahman, devoid of all distinctions 
created by attributes, therefore when in that context some other 
fact is heard of that has no result, as for instance, the modifi- 
cation of Brahman into the world, that fact has to be interpreted 
as a means leading to that realization. And this has to be done on 
the strength of the adage, “Any act enjoined without mention- 
ing a result, closely on the heels of some other act having a 
result, has to be accepted as forming a part of the latter”; but 
it is not imagined to bear a separate result. It is not reasonable 
to say that from a knowledge of Brahman as capable of transfor- 
mation, one will get that capacity of transforming one’s own 
Self;® for liberation is changelessly eternal. 

Opponent: Since the believers in a changeless Brahman have 
a predilection for absolute unity, there will be no ruler and the 
ruled, so that the assertion that God is the cause (of the 
universe) will be contradicted. 

Vedantin : No, since that omniscience (of God) is contingent 
on the manifestation of name and form which are creations of 
ignorance and which constitute the seeds of the world. In 
accordance with the texts like, “From that Self which is such, 
originated space” (Tai. II. i. 2), it was asserted under the aphor- 
ism, ““That from which this world has its birth etc.” (B. S. I. i. 2), 
that the origin, continuance, and dissolution of the world result 
not from the insentient Pradhana or anything else, but from God 
who is by nature eternal, pure, intelligent, and free, as also 
omniscient and omnipotent. That assertion remains intact. 
Nothing contradictory to that is stated here again. 

Opponent : How is it not stated by one who speaks of the 
absolute oneness and non-duality of the Self? 


Vedantin : Listen, how it is not stated. Name and form which 


* According to the declaration that one becomes just what one meditates 
Brahman to be. 
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constitute the seeds of the entire expanse of phenomenal exist- 
ence, and which are conjured up by nescience, are, as it were, 
non-different from the omniscient God, and they are non- 
determinable either as real or unreal, and are mentioned in the 
Vedas and the Smrtis as the power, called Maya, of omniscient 
God, or as prakrti (primordial Nature). But omniscient God is 
different from them, as is known from the Upanisadic text, 
“That which is Space (Brahman) 1s the accomplisher of name 
and form. That in which they subsist is Brahman” (Ch. VIII. 
xiv. 1). And there are also in evidence texts like, “Let me 
manifest name and form” (Ch. VI. i. 2), “The omniscient 
Being who creates all forms, gives them names, (and entering 
into them) goes on uttering these” etc. (Tai. A. III. xii. 7), “He 
who diversifies the single seed” (Sv. VI. 12). Thus like space 
conforming to the conditioning factors like pot, jar, etc., God 
conforms to the limiting adjuncts—name and form—created by 
nescience. And within the domain of empirical existence, He 
rules it over the selves which identify themselves with the (indi- 
vidual) intellects and are called creatures, and which though 
identical with Himself, conform, like the spaces in pots etc., to 
the assemblages of bodies and senses created by name and form 
that are called up by nescience. Thus God’s rulership, omnis- 
cience, and omnipotence are contingent on the limiting adjuncts 
conjured up by nescience; but not so in reality can such terms 
as “the ruler’, “the ruled”, “omniscience’, etc., be used with 
regard to the Self shining in Its own nature after the removal 
of all limiting adjuncts through illumination. Hence it has been 
said, “That is infinity where one does not see anything else, 
does not hear anything else, does not know anything else” (Ch. 
VII. xxiv. 1), as also, “But when to the knower of Brahman 
everything has become the Self, then what should one see and 
through what?” (Br. II. iv. 14, IV. v. 15), and so on. Thus all 
the Upanisads speak of the cessation of all empirical dealings in 
the state of the Highest Reality. So also in the Song Divine: 
“Neither agency, nor actions does the Lord create for the world, 
nor (does He bring about the union with the fruit of action. 
It is universal ignorance that does it all). The Omnipresent takes 
note of the merit and demerit of none. Knowledge is enveloped 
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in ignorance, hence do beings get deluded” (Gita, V. 14-15). In 
this text it is shown that in the state of the highest Reality, all 
transactions as between an ordainer and things ordained cease 
to exist. But within the state of phenomenal existence, even 
the Upanisads mention such behaviour as divine rulership, as 
in the text, ‘He is the Lord of all. He is the ruler of all beings, 
He is the protector of all beings. He is the embankment serving 
as the boundary to keep the different worlds apart’ (Br. IV. 
iv. 22). So also in the Song Divine: “The Lord, O Arjuna, 
dwells in the hearts of all beings, causing all beings by His 
Maya, to revolve (as if) mounted on a machine” (Gita, XVIII. 
61). The aphorist (Vyasa) also has the supreme Reality in mind 
when he writes the aphorism, “It has non-difference from That 
(Brahman)” etc. (II. 1. 14); but when he has the empirical 
standpoint in view, he says, “Such distinction can exist as 
observed in common experience” (II. 1. 13), where he speaks of 
Brahman as comparable to a vast ocean. Again, without denying 
the vast phenomenal creation, he resorts to the process of trans- 
formation, in so far as this can be made use of in the worship 
of the qualified Brahman. 


Wa Alrset: 1124 


q And yqesq: because (the effect is) perceived wry when 
(the cause is) present. 


15. (Cause and effect are non-different) since the effect is 
perceived when the cause is there. 


The effect is non-different from the cause for this further 
reason, that the effect is perceived when the cause is there, but 
not otherwise.® For instance, the pot is perceived when the clay 
is there, and the cloth is perceived when the yarns are there. 
But it is not an (usual) invariable fact that something is seen 
when something other than it is present, for it is not the case 
that a cow, which is different from a horse, is seen only where 


°Not only is the existence of the effect dependent on the existence of 
the (material) cause, but its perception also is dependent on the percep- 
tion of the material. 
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a horse is present. Nor is it a fact that a pot is perceived only 
when the potter is there, even though there is the relation of 
agentship and effect; for they are different. 

Opponent: Even the presence of something is invariably 
perceived when something other than itself is present, as for 
instance smoke can exist only if fire is present. 

The answer (of the Vedantin) is, no; for even when the fire 
is extinguished, smoke, as held up in a cowherd’s pot etc., 1s 
seen to persist. Should you, however, qualify the smoke as 
subject to certain conditions (e.g. a smoke that rises up from a 
place in a continuous stream), and say that a smoke of that 
kind cannot exist unless there be fire, still it will not vitiate our 
proposition; for we say that the reason for holding that the 
(material) cause and effect are non-different is that (not only can 
the effect exist only when the cause exists, but also that) the idea 
of the effect can exist only when the idea having the impress of 
the cause persists. And this coexistence we do not get in the 
case of fire and smoke (see f.n. 9). 


Or the aphorism is: apareaqaaeq: | 


The meaning is this: Not only is the non-difference of the 
cause and effect to be accepted on the authority of scriptures, 
their non-difference is “also to be accepted on the strength of 
the existence of such a perception”; for direct perception does 
occur about the non-difference of the cause and effect. It is 
thus: In a cloth constituted by an arrangement of yarns, one 
does not perceive the cloth apart from the yarns; but the yarns 
themselves, arranged as warps and woofs, are perceived inde- 
pendently. Similarly with regard to the fibres forming the 
yarn, and the constitutents of the fibre in relation to the fibre 
itself. By this direct perception are known the three colours— 
red, white, and black (of fire, water, and earth—Ch. VI. iv) 
—(as constituting the minute parts of the fibre etc.). From 
these are to be inferred!® (the imperceptible) subtle air and 
subtle space. Beyond that is the supreme Brahman—one without 


* Where we lack perception, the cause has to be inferred thus from the 
effect: “The thing under consideration must be non-different from its 
material cause, for it is a product, just as much as a cloth.” 
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a second. And we said that in It culminate all means of 
knowledge. 


ACATATACT NEI 


@ And @tay owing to the existence FAX of the posterior 
one. 


16. And (cause and effect are non-different) because the 
posterior one bas (earlier) existence (in the cause). 


From this additional reason the effect is non-different from 
the cause: The subsequently originating effect is heard of (in 
the Upanisad) as existing in the cause in identity with it before 
its own origin; for in the texts, “O amiable one, this world was 
but Existence Itself before creation” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), and “In 
the beginning this was but the absolute Self alone” (Ai. I. 1. 1), 
the effect, referred to by the word “this”, occurs in apposition 
(having the same case-ending) with the cause (showing that they 
are identical). And a thing which does not exist in and in 
identity with something does not originate from that, as for 
instance oil from sand. Hence from the fact of non-difference 
before origin, it is understood that the effect must be non- 
different from the cause even after its birth. Just as Brahman, 
the cause is never without existence in all the three periods of 
time, so also the universe, which is the effect, never parts with 
Existence in all the three periods. But Existence is only one. 
And this is a further ground for the non-difference of the effect 
from the cause. 


HASUTTAATAA AA TAA APART ll 


TAT-eTTAAIT| Owing to the declaration of non-existence 4 
(the cffect did) not (exist) (before creation) afa aq if such 


° e e e ~s e 
be the objection, T (it is) not so, 41-8 since from the 
complementary portion (it is known that the word is used) 


W4-MACT from the standpoint of a difference of characteristics. 


17. If it be argued that the effect did not exist before creation, 
22 
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since it is declared (tn the Upanisad) as “non-existent”, then we 
say, no, because from the complementary portion it is known 
that the word is used from the standpoint of a difference of 
characteristics. 


Opponent : Is not the non-existence of the effect also declared 
by the Upanisads now and then, as in, “This was indeed non- 
existent in the beginning” (Ch. III. xix. 1), “This was non- 
existent in the beginning to be sure” (Tai. II. vu. 1). Therefore 
from the declaration of this non-existence, the effect did not 
exist before creation.” 

Vedantin: We say, no, for this declaration of the non-exist- 
ence of the effect before creation is not meant to imply absolute 
non-existence. 

What is the implication then? 

The condition in which name and form become evolved is 
different from the condition in which name and form are not 
so evolved. Hence although the effect exists as non-different 
from the cause before creation, still from the standpoint of this 
difference in conditions the effect is declared to be non-existent 
before creation. 

How is this known? 

From the complementary portion of the passage. A passage 
whose meaning is doubtful in the beginning is ascertained from 
its complementary portion, Here, for instance, (in the Chan- 
dogya passage quoted above), what is referred to in the begin- 
ning by the word “non-existence” in the sentence, “This was 
indeed non-existent in the beginning”, is again alluded to by 
the word “that” and specified as “Existence” in, “That was 
Existence” (Ch. III. xix. 1). Moreover, since non-existence has 
no relation with any sequence of time, preceding or succeeding, 
the word “was” becomes illogical. In the sentence, “This was 
non-existent in the beginning to be sure” (Tai. II. i. 1) also, 
absolute non-existence is not meant, since in the complementary 
portion occurs the qualifying sentence, ‘That created Itself by 
Itself”?! (ibid.). Therefore this declaration of non-existence of 
the effect before creation is made from the standpoint of a 


4 Non-existence cannot be the subject or object of any action. 
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difference of conditions. Since in the world a thing is said to 
exist when it manifests itself through name and form, therefore, 
as a concession to common sense, the universe is said to be non- 
existent before being evolved through name and form. 


Uh: VSIA Uesil 


UG: From reasoning %s4-%-dtiq from another passage 4 as 
well. 


18. (The pre-existence and non-difference of the effect are 
established) from reasoning and another Upanisadic text. 


From reasoning also, as well as another Upanisadic text, it is 
known that the effect exists before its creation and that it is 
non-different from the cause. Of these, the reasoning is being 
adduced first. In the world it is seen that people wanting curds, 
pots, necklaces, etc. take up their well-established respective 
(material) causes—milk, clay, gold, etc. Not that a man wanting 
curds takes up earth, or a man wanting a pot takes up milk. 
This fact does not fit in with the theory of the non-existence 
of the effect before origination. If everything be equally non- 
existent everywhere before creation, why should curds be pro- 
duced from milk alone and not from clay; and why should a 
pot come out of clay and not out of milk? It may be said that 
although non-existence before creation is indistinguishable, still 
curds have some special property (of being latent) in milk 
alone, but not in clay, and the pot has some special prop- 
erty (of being latent) in clay alone, but not in milk. (Or— 
“Milk, but not clay, has some special potency for curds, 
and clay, but not milk, has some special potency for a 
pot”). But then as a result of this possession of potency 
by the state preceding origination, the theory of the non- 
existence of the effect before creation will fall through,?? 
and the theory of the pre-existence of the effect will 
stand confirmed. Again, when some potency is assumed in the 


41s the special quality (latency or potency) an attribute of the effect 
or cause? In the former case, the effect, as possessed of an attribute even 
before creation, cannot be pronounced non-existent. 
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cause, to determine the effect, that potency cannot influence 
the effect by being different (from the cause and effect) or 
non-existent (like the effect), since (on either supposition) non- 
existence and difference will pertain to that potency as much 
as to the effect.13 Therefore the potency must be the very 
essence of the cause, and the effect must be involved in the 
very core of the potency. Besides, we do not have any such 
idea of difference between cause and effect, substance and 
qualities, and such other pairs as between a horse and a buffalo; 
and hence their non-difference has to be admitted. Even if a 
relationship of inherence be postulated,’* it will lead to an 
infinite regress, since if the inherence has to be related to a 
thing in which it is to inhere by the assumption of another 
relation (between the inherence and the thing), one will be 
forced to fancy another relation to connect this one with 
inherence, etc., and still another relation to connect the new 
relation, and so on. Or if this new relation be not admitted, 
the things will remain disconnected. If it be said that inherence 
being itself a relation, it becomes connected with entities by 
itself without the help of any intermediate relation, then the 
relationship of conjunction also, being a relation, should become 
so connected (with entities) without the help of inherence.!5 
Moreover, since identity between substance and qualities etc. is 
actually apprehended, it is vain to assume a relationship of 
inherence. And while subsisting in the cause (i.e. the com- 
ponent parts), in what way will the product, constituted by 
parts, subsist in its cause, viz the component parts? Will it 


*3If the potentiality be different from both cause and effect or if it be 
non-existent, it may produce anything rather than the effect, for its 
features of being different and non-existent are equally present in rela- 
tion to other things. 

* To the objection that if cause and effect be (substantially) different, 
they should be perceived as such, the opponent may reply that the 
difference is not perceived owing to the relation of inherence (invariable 
concomitance) between them. 

* According to Nyaya philosophy, the relation between substance and 
quality, genus and individuals, etc. is inherence. But two things become 
joined through conjunction, which becomes connected with each through 
inherence. Conjunction is an attribute and not a relation. 
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inhere in the parts as a whole or correlatively in them part by 
part? If it exists on the parts as a whole, then there will be no 
perception of the product, since it is impossible to have a 
(simultaneous) sense-perception of all the parts; for the whole, 
existing in all its bases taken together, is not apprehended by 
perceiving its bases separately. If, however, the effect subsists in 
all the (constituent) parts correlatively (part by part), still 
we have to postulate some (fresh) parts for that product other 
than those constituent parts themselves, by virtue of which the 
product may reside correlatively in the parts producing it; for 
a sword fills up a scabbard through such of its component parts 
as are different from the components of the scabbard. And this 
will lead to an infinite regress, for we shall have to imagine at 
every step some new components to be inserted into the earlier 
ones. Again, if it subsists (successively) in all the parts taken 
separately, then when action takes place in one part, there will 
be no action in others; for when Devadatta is present at Srughna, 
he is not present on that very day at Pataliputra. If presence in 
various parts at the same time be meant, that will presuppose a 
multiplicity of (causal) entities, as in the case of Devadatta and 
Yajnadatta residing in Srughna and Pataliputra (respectively). 

Opponent : ‘There is no fault since the inherence can be like 
the (single) genus “cowhood” inhering in its entirety in all the 
cows individually. 

Vedantin: No, since it is not perceived thus. If the whole 
(composite product) resided in its entirety in all the components 
individually like cowhood etc., then just as cowhood is directly 
perceived in each of the individual cows, so also the whole 
should have been perceived wholly in all the separate parts. 
But this does not occur invariably. Moreover, if the whole 
(composite product) abides in its totality in each part, then 
since the whole has competence to perform all its own functions, 
and since it is the same (even when existing separately on all 
the parts) it should perform the duties of the teats even through 
the horn (of the animal), and the duties of the back through 
the chest. But this is not our experience. 

Furthermore, if the effect does not exist before origination, the 
creative action will be without any agent and without any 
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reality. But creation is an act, which, like motion etc., must have 
an agent. it is a contradiction in terms that there can be an act 
but no agent.!6 When, therefore, somebody would speak of the 
origin of a pot (as “The pot originates”), the act of origin 
would not have the pot itself as the subject. 

What will be the subject then? 

It has to be imagined that the origin has something else as 
the subject (of the verb). Similarly, when the origin of the 
(two) parts of a pot is spoken of, it will have to be imagined 
that the origin has some other thing (and not the two halves) 
as the subject. And if that be so, then when it is asserted that 
a (non-existing) pot is originating, it will mean that the agents 
like the potter etc. are originating. But it is not a fact of com- 
mon experience that when the origin of a pot is spoken of, the 
emergence of the potter etc. is perceived. Rather, what is 
perceived is that the potter etc. have already originated. 

If it be argued again that the origin of a thing means but the 
relation in inherence that the product has with its own cause 
or with existence (sattd), and that is also what constitutes its 
emergence into being, then one should explain how a thing can 
have any relationship with others before it has any being. For 
a relationship can subsist between two existing things, but 
neither between the existing and non-existing, nor between two 
non-existing things. Besides, non-existence has no name and 
form (i.e. it is unreal), and hence it is illogical to indicate any 
limit for it by saying, “non-existence before its creation”. For 
in the world we see boundaries set to fields and houses, that is 
to things that exist, and not to non-existing ones. About the 
unreal son of a barren woman it is not asserted, “The son of a 
barren woman became a king hefore the enthronement of 
Purnavarman”, whereby he can be allotted to a certain period 
of time in the sense that he became, is becoming, or will become 


**'When one says, “The pot moves”, the pot is the agent in the sense 
of providing the basis for the act of moving. So when one says, “The 
pot originates, the pot must precede the act so that it can be the agent 
providing the basis for the act of origination. So also the creative action 
has to take place on some material. Without the material, action can have 
no meaning. 


II. i. 18] BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA 343 


a king. Were it possible for the son of a barren woman to 
emerge into being after the accessories of production (causal 
agents) were activated, then could it be equally asserted that 
the effect, non-existing (before origin), would originate after 
the activity of the causal agents. But as a matter of fact what 
we find is that since the son of a barren woman and the non- 
existence of an effect (before origin) are equally non-existent, 
the non-existent effect cannot spring into being even after the 
causal agents become activated, just as much as the barren 
woman’s son does not after the operation of the causal agents. 
Opponent: In that case the activity of the causal agent will 
become useless. Just as nobody tries to bring into existence or 
cause what already exists, so also nobody will make any effort 
to bring about an effect which already exists (in the cause) 
and is non-different from it. But people do engage. Accordingly, 
in order to make the activity of the causal agent purposeful, we 
think that the effect does not exist before its production. 
Vedantin: That is not damaging since the activity of the 
causal agent gains a meaning by transforming the cause into 
the shape of the effect. For we have said already that the aspect 
that the effect assumes is also non-different from the cause, and 
that anything not existing already in the cause cannot be 
produced. A thing does not become different just because of 
the appearance of some peculiarity; for Devadatta, even though 
noticed in different attitudes when he has his hands and feet 
contracted or extended, does not differ in his personality, 
since the recognition of identity persists as, “It is he himself”. 
Similarly though the positions, in which father and other 
relatives are placed every day, do not remain the same all along, 
still the father and others do not become some other persons, 
they being recognized as, “My father”, “My brother”, “My 
son’’, and so on. 
Opponent: Since birth and death do not intervene, that kind 
of recognition is possible in those cases only, but not elsewhere. 
Vedantin : No, since even milk etc. are recognized as having 
assumed the form of curds etc. When (tiny) invisible things 
like the seeds of a banyan tree grow in size through the accre- 
tion of additional cells of the same class and become visible as 
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sprouts etc., it is called their birth; and when they become 
invisible again through a decay of those very cells, it is called 
their death. Now then, if from the intervention of such birth 
and death, the non-existent should be considered to come into 
existence and the existent should be considered to become non- 
existent,!7 then there arises this predicament that the child 
lying in its mother’s womb and lying on its back after birth 
must be different. Similarly the contingency arises that a person 
will become different in boyhood, youth, and old age, and all 
such conventional relationships as father etc. will cease to exist. 
For the same reason the (Buddhist) theory of the momentariness 
of everything is to be understood as repudiated. Again, in the 
case of one who believes that the effect does not exist before 
origin, the activity of a causal agent will have no purpose in 
view, since non-existence cannot stand for the object of any 
effort, and it will be tantamount to wielding various weapons 
with the purpose of killing space. 

Opponent: The activity of the causal agent will have for its 
object the (material) causes that produce the effect (through 
inherence). 

Vedantin : No, since it will overshoot the mark if it is argued 
that the causal agent, concerned with one thing (viz the mate- 
rial) will produce something else (which is not the material). 

Opponent : The effect is nothing but some sort of a peculiar 
disposition of the inherent cause. 

Vedantin : Then that will lead to the theory of the pre-exist- 
ence of the effect (in the cause). Thus since things like milk 
etc., are themselves called products when they exist in the forms 
of curds etc., therefore nobody can establish even in a hundred 
years that the effect differs from its cause. Similarly it is the 
primary cause (Brahman) Itself that like an actor evolves into 
the respective products up to the last one, and thus becomes the 
object of all empirical dealings. From such reasoning it is known 


Neither the parts nor the whole has any birth or death as such; but 
that kind of terminology is used on account of the addition or diminution 
of parts. If the opponent still argues that even if this be the meaning of 
birth and death, still the things experiencing them are substantially dif- 
ferent and have no identity, then this is wrong. 
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that the effect exists before its origin and that it is non-different 
from the cause. 

This is also known from “another Upanisadic text”. Since 
texts denoting non-existence were referred to under the pre- 
vious aphorism, “another” here means a passage which 1s 
different from those and which refers to existence, for instance, 
“O amiable one, in the beginning all this was but Existence, one 
without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1). Again, the theory of non- 
existence is first alluded to in the words, “with regard to this 
some say, ‘All this was but non-existence in the beginning’.” 
Then this is challenged by saying, “How can existence come 
out of non-existence?” And lastly it is asserted, “O amiable one, 
in the beginning all this was Existence to be sure” (Ch. VI. 11. 
1-2). In that passage we find that the word “this”, meaning the 
product (i.e. creation), is placed in apposition with Existence, 
from which fact the product is established to be both existing 
(in) and non-different (from the cause). If the effect were non- 
existing before its origin, and inhered in the cause after the 
origin, then it would be different. from the cause, and in that 
case the declaration, “That: by (knowing) which the unheard 
becomes heard” (Ch. VI. i. 3), would be set at naught. But it 
can be upheld only by understanding that the effect exists before 
its birth and it is non-different from the cause. 


qeay Welt 
Gaq On the analogy of cloth 4 as well. 


19. And the effect is non-different from the cause on the 
analogy of a piece of cloth. 


A piece of rolled up cloth is not recognized as to whether it 
is cloth or something else; but when it is spread out, its real 
nature becomes revealed through that spreading and it is ‘recog- 
nized thus: “The thing that remained rolled up is a piece of 
cloth to be sure”. Or even though it is cognized as cloth when 
remaining rolled up, its length and breadth are not definitely 
known; but when it is spread out, it is known as possessed of a 
definite length and breadth. And yet it is never known to be 
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something other than the rolled up piece of cloth. Similarly 
such products as the cloth etc. are unmanifest so long as they 
remain latent in their causes, viz yarns etc.; but they are known 
distinctly when they become manifest as a result of the activity 
of such causal agents as the shuttle, loom, weaver, etc. So on 
the analogy of the cloth rolled up and spread out, the effect is 
non-different from the cause. This is the meaning. 


TIT A WITS Nol 


Ta As AF also AII-HfF (are) the outgoing breath etc. 
20. And this is so just as in the case of the outgoing breath etc. 


In the world it is seen that when through pranayama (control 
of breath) the different forms of the vital force—outgoing and 
incoming breath etc.—are stopped, when these remain only in 
their causal form, the mere act of living is continued, but not 
so the other acts of expansion, contraction, etc. Again, when 
those very forms of the vital force become active, then expan- 
sion, Contraction, etc. are performed in addition to mere sustain- 
ing of life. But the various forms of the vital force, though 
distinct from one another, are not differcnt from the vital force 
itself, since they equally partake of the nature of air (energy). 
Similarly the cause is non-different from the effect. Accordingly, 
since the whole world is a creation from and non-different 
from Brahman, the Upanisadic assertion, “That by knowing 
which the unheard becomes heard, the unthought becomes 
thought, and the unknown becomes known” (Ch. VI. i. 1) 
stands vindicated. 


Topic 7: Non-PERFORMANCE OF GooD 


SACOATSAM SAHA: ll VI 


SI<-sqTeAT| On account of the mention of the other f@d- 


aHy-ae-atgq-safy: faults like not doing what is good and so 
on will arise. 


21. Since the other (individual soul) is mentioned (as identt- 
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cal with Brahman), faults like not doing what is beneficial and 
so on will arise. 


Opponent: Consciousness as the cause is being challenged 
again in another way. By depending on a conscious entity as the 
originator of the process of creation, the door will be left open 
for such defects as non-performance of good. 

Why? 

“On account of the mention of the other”—for the Upanisad 
mentions the identity of the other, viz the embodied being, 
with Brahman, for the state of enlightenment is declared thus: 
“That is the Self; That thou art, O Svetaketu” (Ch. VI. viii. 
7). Or the meaning may be this: The Upanisad mentions 
the identity of the other, viz Brahman, with the embodied being 
in the text, “Having created that, He entered into that” (Tai. II. 
vi), where it is said that Brahman, the creator, entered into the 
body without undergoing any modification, thereby showing 
that Brahman became one with the embodied being. And in the 
text, “Let me manifest name and form by Mysclf entering as 
the individual soul” (Ch. VI. iii. 2), the supreme Deity alludes 
to the individual being as His Self, thereby showing that the 
embodied being is not different from Brahman. Therefore the 
creatorship that is declared about Brahman belongs really to the 
embodied being. Accordingly, being an independent agent, the 
soul should create such beneficial things as it likes, and not 
bring about death, old age, disease, and such other hosts of evil 
states which are harmful. For nobody creates a prison house for 
himself and enters into it unless it be under duress. No one 
who is absolutely holy would accept this extremely unholy 
body as himself. And even if he had done something causing 
pain, he would voluntarily eschew it and accept what 1s pleas- 
ant. Besides, he would have remembered thus: “This wonderful 
sphere, that the universe is, has been created by me.” For all 
people clearly remember after accomplishing a notable act, 
“This has been done by me”. As a juggler withdraws at will 
and without effort the magic spread out by himself, so the 
embodied being also would be able to withdraw this creation 
at will, But as a matter of fact, the embodied being cannot 
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easily do away even with his own body. Thus from the fact 
of non-perception of the performance of beneficial works and 
so on, it follows that the theory of tracing the world process to 
some conscious entity is unjustifiable. This is how the opponent 
thinks. 


afr q Aafreeng UR 
{ But afas greater taz-facary on account of the declara- 


tion of difference. 


22. But (Brahman is) greater (than the embodied being) on 
account of the declaration of the difference (between the two). 


Vedantin: The word “but” rules out the opposite point of 
view. We speak of that entity as the creator of the universe 
which is by nature eternal, pure, intelligent, and which is some- 
thing greater than, that is to say, different from the embodied 
being. With regard to that Brahman, the faults of not doing 
what is beneficial and the like cannot arise, for there is nothing 
beneficial to be achieved or harmful to be eschewed by that 
Brahman which is by nature eternally free. Nor is there anything 
to debar Its knowledge or power, since It is omniscient and 
omnipotent. But the embodied being is not of that kind. With 
regard to him can arise the fault of not doing what is beneficial 
and the like. But we do not call him the creator of the world. 

How can it be so? 

“On account of the declaration of difference” in, “The Self, 
my dear, is to be realized—to be heard of, reflected on, and 
profoundly meditated upon” (Br. II. iv. 5), “He is to be 
searched for, He is to be inquired into” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), “O 
amiable one, he then becomes unified with Existence” (Ch. VI. 
vill. 1), “the Self that is in the body, being presided over by 
the Supreme Self” (Br. IV. iu. 35). Such statements; mentioning 
the differences of the agent, object, etc., show that Brahman is 
greater than the individual soul. 

Opponent: Has not the declaration of non-difference also 
been cited as in, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7) and similar 
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texts? How can both difference and non-difference be possible, 
they being contradictory? 

Vedantin: That is no defect; for we have established the 
possibility of this in the relevant places on the analogy of the 
cosmic space and the little bits of space in pots etc. Moreover, 
when the idea of non-difference is generated by such declaration 
of identity as “That thou art”, then the transmigratoriness of 
the individual is removed as also the creatorship of Brahman; 
for all dualistic dealings, brought about by unreal ignorance, get 
sublated by right knowledge. Then in that state where can 
creation come from, and from where the defects like non- 
accomplishment of beneficial results? We have stated more than 
once that the mundane existence, characterized by the non- 
accomplishment of beneficial results etc., is an error arising 
from the non-recognition of the difference (from the soul) of 
the limiting adjunct constituted by the assemblage of body and 
senses which are a creation of name and form called up by 
ignorance, It does not exist in reality. This (false notion) is of a 
piece with the notions that one has birth, death, injury, wound, 
etc. But so long as the dualistic dealings persist, the superiority 
of Brahman (to the individual) known from texts like, “He is to 
be sought for, He is to be inquired into” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1) rules 
out the presumption of such faults attaching to Brahman as the 
non-accomplishment of beneficial results etc. 


aefeay aetaafes: WRI 


aeA-af<-Aq On the analogy of stone etc. Fas also (for 
other reasons), T4-A7{IIfet: that is untenable. 


23. On the analogy of stone etc. as also for other reasons, that 
(opponent’s view) is untenable. 


Moreover, as it is found in the world that, though stones 
possess the common attributes of having been formed from 
earth, there is a great diversity among them—some are precious 
jewels like diamond, lapis lazuli (vaidérya), etc., others are of 
medium value like crystal etc., while still others are worthless 
pieces of stoi.e to be used for pelting at dogs, crows, etc. for 
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driving them away; or as it is seen that though all the seeds 
grow on the same soil, there is a great variety in their leaves, 
flowers, fruits, odour, taste, etc., as is noticed in sandalwood, the 
kimpaka, etc.; or as from the same chyle originate different 
products like blood etc., hair and down etc.; so it is justifiable 
even for the non-dual Brahman to have such distinctions as 
becoming the embodied soul and God, and the different prod- 
ucts (like earth etc.). Therefore “that is untenable”, that is to 
say, the defects fancied by the opponent cannot be sustained. 
Moreover, this is untenable since the Upanisads are authoritative, 
since “the modifications have speech alone as their origin” (Ch. 
VI. i. 4), and since this is possible on the analogy of the variety 
of things seen in a dream (though the dreamer remains the 
same). This is the idea implied by “as also”. 


Topic 8: CREATION WIrHOoUT MATERIALS 


SMart Ba ateafs weil 


STAgIX-FaAATY Owing to the observation of the collection of 
materials (in common life) 7 (Brahman is) not (the cause) 
ata aq if this be the objection, T not so, f€ because (it is 
possible) a#t<aq like milk. 


24. If it be said that (Brahman) cannot be the cause, since one 
is noticed to procure materials (for the production of an object), 
then we say, no, for it is possible on the analogy of milk. 


Opponent : The assertion made that conscious Brahman alone, 
without a second, is the cause of the universe cannot stand 
scrutiny. 

Why? 

“Since one is noticed to collect materials.” In common 
experience it is seen that potters and others who make pots, 
cloth, etc. engage themselves in those works after they have 
provided themselves with the requisite causal means by collect- 
ing such materials as clay, rod, wheel, string, and so on. And 
you maintain that Brahman is without any help. But how can 
there be any creatorship for Brahman unless It has procured 
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an assemblage of other accessories? Therefore Brahman is not 
the cause of the universe. 

Vedantin: That fault does not arise, since on the analogy of 
milk it can be reasonably maintained that this can happen on 
account of the peculiar nature of the thing itself. As in the 
world, milk or water gets transformed into curds or ice by 
itself without depending on any extraneous accessory, so it can 
be here as well. 

Opponent: Even when milk etc. turn into curds etc. they 
have to depend on external factors like heat etc. So how can it 
be said, “For it is possible on the analogy of milk’? 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty, for whichever may be 
the transformation and whatever its extent, it is milk itself that 
undergoes that modification, while heat etc. merely accelerate 
the process. If it had not any intrinsic capacity to turn into curds, 
then it could not have been forcibly transformed into curds even 
by heat etc.; for neither air nor space can be forced by heat etc. 
to become curds. An accession of paraphernalia only perfects 
the capacity of milk. Brahman, however, is possessed of the 
fullest power, and It has not to depend on anything else for 
imparting an excellence (to that power). In support of this is the 
Upanisadic text: “He has no work and no instrument; none is 
seen either as equal or superior to Him. His supreme power is 
heard of as of various kinds. And His knowledge, power, and 
action are natural” (Sv. VI. 8). Hence even though Brahman 
is one, it is possible for It, by virtue of the possession of diverse 
powers, to be transformed variously on the analogy of milk etc. 


aatfeaata BIH UU 


@q-4tfe-qq As in the case of gods and others 44 as well 
wie in this world. 


25. Also (Brabman can create without extraneous help) like 
gods and others (as is seen) in this world. 


Opponent: It may be granted that insentient things like milk 
etc. turn into curds etc. without the help of external means, it 
being a matter of experience; but conscious beings like potters 
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and others are seen to depend on the requisite means while 
engaging in their respective works. So how can Brahman, con- 
scious as It is, act without help? 

Vedantin: We say, it can be so “as in the case of gods and 
others”. For on the authority of the mantras and (other) 
corroborative statements (in scriptures), anecdotes, and mythol- 
ogies, it is a known fact “in this world” that the gods, manes, 
rsis, and others, very powerful and sentient as they are, create 
by themselves through mere will and without any external help, 
many such things as bodies, palaces, chariots, etc., of various 
shapes, because they are possessed of special powers. The spider 
also creates its threads by itself; the crane conceives without 
mating by hearing merely the roar of clouds; and the lotus 
stalk moves from one lake to another without waiting for any 
vehicle. Similarly, Brahman, conscious though It is, may well 
create the universe by Itself without looking for external means. 

If the opponent argues thus: When you take up your gods 
and others as illustrations for Brahman, they do not bear any 
similarity to Brahman which is sought to be illustrated. For the 
insentient bodies themselves of the gods, and not their conscious 
souls, furnish the material for the manifestation of their divine 
powers in the shape of other bodies etc. In the case of the 
spider, it is the saliva that becomes solidified as a result of 
eating smaller insects and thus turns into thread. The crane 
conceives by hearing the roar of clouds. And the lotus stalk 
moves, under the impulsion of its consciousness, from lake to 
lake with the help of its body like a creeper climbing up a 
tree; not that the insentient lotus starts moving by itself to 
another lake. Hence these analogies do not apply in the case 
of Brahman. 

Vedantin: To him one can say: That is no defect. For the 
point emphasized is the mere difference from the illustrations 
of the potters and others. Though the potters and the gods and 
others are equally sentient beings, the potters depend on external 
accessories for undertaking their work, whereas the gods and 
others do not. Similarly, Brahman, though conscious, will not 
depend on external means. It is merely this much that we imply 
by citing the cases of the gods and others. Therefore what is 
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implied (by the aphorist) is that there cannot be any such 
invariable rule that the power of everybody must conform to 
that of somebody we are familiar with. 


Topic 9: WHOLESALE [TRANSFORMATION 


It is established that Brahman—conscious, one, and without a 
second—becomes the cause of the universe through a trans- 
formation that needs no extraneous help as in the case of milk 
etc., or of gods and others, without any external help. But an 
objection is being raised again with a view to placing the pur- 
port of the scriptures beyond cavil: 


PATA cHlacqagCaASeHTT FT MEI 


HA-TalB: There will be the contingency of wholesale trans- 
formation af or factaqacq-aeq-arq: the violation of Upanisadic 
texts about partlessness. 


26. (If Brahman changes into the world, then) there will arise 
the contingency of either wholesale transformation or the viola- 
tion of the texts about partlessness. 


Opponent: There arises the contingency of the whole of 
Brahman becoming transformed into creation, since It has no 
parts, Had Brahman been composite like the earth etc., one of 
Its parts could change while the other would remain intact. 
But Brahman is partless as-is known from such Upanisadic texts 
as, “Partless, actionless, peaceful, faultless, taintless” (Sv. VI. 19), 
“Purusa is transcendental; He is coextensive with all that is 
external and internal and He is birthless” (Mu. II. i. 2), “This 
great, endless, infinite Reality is but pure Intelligence” (Br. II. 
IV. 12), “This is that Self that is known as ‘Not this, not this’ ” 
(Br. III. ix. 26), “Not gross, not minute” (Br. III. viii. 8), and 
others which deny all distinctions. Accordingly, it being impos- 
sible to change partially, there arises the question of changing 
Wholly, in which case you cut at the very root. And the instruc- 
tion about seeing (i.e. the realization) of Brahman becomes 
useless since the created things can be seen without any special 
effort, and there remains no other Brahman outside these prod- 


ucts. Besides, the texts about the birthlessness of Brahman will 
23 
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be violated. If, however, Brahman be accepted to be composite 
just for the sake of avoiding this difficulty, then this will militate 
against the texts cited above about the partlessness of Brahman. 
Furthermore, Brahman will become non-eternal if It has parts. 
Thus this theory cannot be substantiated from any point of 
view. This is the objection. 


AA WEHOCA iVWwll 
qZ But Wt: on the Upanisadic authority Teq-FacaTq (Brah- 


man) being known from Upanisads alone. 


27. But (this bas to be accepted) on the authority of the 
Upanisads, for Brahman is known from the Upanisads alone. 


Vedantin : By the word “but” the objection is ruled out. No 
defect certainly attaches to our point of view. For instance, 
there 1s no possibility of change (of Brahman) as a whole. 

Whence is it so? 

“On the authority of Upanisadic texts.” The Upanisads speak 
as much about transcendence of all modifications by Brahman, 
as they do about the creation of the universe from It; for the 
material cause and its product are mentioned separately in such 
texts as, “That Deity that was such, deliberated, ‘Let this be 
so, that I manifest name and form after Myself entering into 
these three gods as the individual soul’” (Ch. VI. ii. 2), “That 
much is His glory. But Purusa is higher than that. All beings are 
but one foot of His, But His three immortal feet exist in heaven” 
(Ch. III. xii. 6). This also follows from the declaration of the 
heart as His seat, and absorption in Existence (in sleep). Had 
Brahman wholly evolved as this creation, it would have been 
unreasonable to speak of any speciality in the state of deep 
sleep, as is done in,“O amiable one, he then becomes absorbed 
in Existence” (Ch, VI. viii. 1), for in that case an individual 
would have been ever in union with the transmuted Brahman, 
so that there would have been no unchanged Brahman left over 
(into which to merge). This follows also from the denial of 
Brahman as an object of the senses, whereas all transformations 
are objects of perception. Hence Brahman does exist as an 
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unchanged Entity. There is no violation of the texts about 
partlessness, since partlessness is accepted on account of its very 
“mention in the Upanisads”, and the Upanisads are the only 
authority about It, but not so are the senses etc. Hence It has 
to be accepted just as It is presented by the Upanisads. The 
Upanisads prove both the facts for Brahman—the non-trans- 
formation of Brahman as a whole and partlessness. Even the 
things of this world like gems, incantations, herbs, and so on, 
are seen to possess many powers capable of producing incom- 
patible effects under the influence of a variety of space (environ- 
ment), time, and cause. And even these powers can be known 
not from mere reasoning but from such instruction as, “Such a 
thing has such kinds of potency with the aid of such things, on 
such things, and for such purposes”. So what need has one to 
argue that the nature of Brahman, whose power is beyond all 
thought, cannot be ascertained unless it be through the Vedas? 
So also it has been said by an author of a Purina, “Do not 
bring those things within the range of argumentation which are 
beyond thought. The nature of a thing beyond thought consists 
in its being other than the things within Nature.” Hence a 
supersensuous thing is truly known from the Vedic source 
alone. 

Opponent: Even the Vedas cannot make us understand a 
self-contradictory thing, when they say for instance, that the 
partless Brahman changes (into the world), but not wholly. If 
Brahman be partless, then either It will not change at all, or 
else It will change wholly. If, however, it be said that Brahman 
changes in some aspects, but remains intact in others, then from 
this imagination of aspects, Brahman will surely become 
heterogeneous. It is only when a contradiction appears in the 
context of some action, as for instance with regard to the two 
injunctions “One should take up the (vessel called) SodaSsin 
during the Atiratra sacrifice”, “One should not take up the 
Sodasin during the Atiratra sacrifice”, that one has to resort to 
an optional course for resolving the contradiction; for the per- 
formance of an act is dependent on the person concerned. But 
the contradiction cannot be resolved here even by taking shelter 
under option, since a thing, as such, is not dependent on 
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any person. Hence this (contradiction) is difficult to reconcile. 

Vedantin: That is nothing damaging, since it is admitted 
that this difference of aspects is created by ignorance. For a 
thing does not become multiformed just because aspects are 
imagined on it through ignorance. Not that the moon, perceived 
to be many by a man with blurred vision (timira—diplopia), 
becomes really so. Brahman becomes subject to all kinds of 
(phenomenal) actions like transformation, on account of the 
differences of aspects, constituted by name and form, which 
remain either differentiated or non-differentiated, which cannot 
be determined either as real or unreal, and which are imagined 
through ignorance. In Its real aspect Brahman remains unchang- 
ed and beyond all phenomenal actions. And since the differences 
of name and form, brought about by ignorance, are ushered 
into being through mere speech, the partlessness of Brahman is 
not violated. Besides, this text about transformation is not meant 
to establish transformation as a fact, for no fruit is seen to result 
from such a knowledge. But this is meant to establish the fact 
that all this is in essence one with Brahman that is beyond all 
phenomenal processes; for some fruit is seen to result from 
such a realization. Thus after starting with, “That which is the 
Self is known as ‘Not this, not this’”, it is said, “O Janaka, 
you have certainly attained that which is beyond fear” (Br. IV. 
li. 4). Hence there is no possibility of any defect arising from 
our point of view. 


anenfa aa fafaenar fe ween 


f€ Because (it occurs) TaY thus #KAfT in the soul 7 as 


well; 4 and (creations) faf@at: of diverse kinds (occur in the 
cases of gods and others). 


28. Because it occurs thus in the case of the individual soul 
as well, and creations of diverse kinds occur in the cases of 
gods and others. 


Moreover, there is no occasion for dispute here as to how 
there can be creation of various kinds in the same Brahman 
without changing Its nature; for we read in the Upanisad that a 
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diverse creation occurs in the same soul in dream without any 
change of nature: “There are no chariots, nor animals to be 
yoked to them, nor roads there, but he creates the chariots, 
animals, and roads” (Br. IV. iii. 10). In the world also it is 
seen in the case of gods, as also jugglers and others that various 
kinds of creation of elephants and so on take place without 
any destruction of their nature. Similarly even in the same 
Brahman there can be a diverse creation without any destruc- 
tion of Its nature. 


TATACTATA UREN 


29. And because the opponent’s own point of view is equally 
vitiated. 


The others also have the same defect attaching to their own 
point of view. For the view of the believers in Pradhana is also 
the same, viz that Pradhaina which is partless, limitless, attribute- 
less (devoid of sound), and so on, becomes the cause of a 
product that is composite, limited, and possessed of sound etc. 
In that case also arises the possibility of Pradhana changing as a 
whole, since Pradhdna is partless; else there arises the possibility 
of the theory of partlessness being contradicted. 

Opponent: But they do not certainly believe in a partless 
Pradhana. For there are its three constituents—sattva, rajas, and 
tamas (representing intelligence, activity, and inertia); Pradhana 
is the state of their balance. Pradhana has parts on account of 
these constituents. 

Vedantin: The defect under consideration cannot be avoided 
by (accepting) this kind of heterogeneity, for each one of 
these sattva, rajas, and tamas is equally partless; and each one 
of these individually, in co-operation with the other two, 
becomes the material cause of a creation (which must be) 
homogeneous with itself. In this way arises the predicament of 
their own view being equally open to these charges.1® 


* The three qualities acting as a whole cannot produce a hetero- 
geneous world, so that each must have some free hand in creation. Now 
does each change wholly or partially? Either point of view is open to 
the above objection. 
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Opponent: In keeping with the maxim that reasoning has 
no conclusiveness, Pradhana has to be accepted as heterogeneous 
(by discarding the inconclusive arguments about Pradhana’s 
partlessness ). 

Vedantin: Even so there arises the contingency of such 
defects as impermanence etc. 

Again, if it be your contention that the various powers of 
Pradhana, inferable from the diversity seen in its products, are 
its constituents, then such powers can be equally upheld by 
the believers in Brahman. 

Similarly also in the case of the believers in atoms, when one 
atom unites with another, then since an atom has no parts, it 
must unite as a whole, so that no magnitude will arise from 
that combination;!® and hence this will end in an atom only. 
Or if it should unite in one part, then the theory that the atom 
has no part will fall through. So the fault vitiates equally their 
own point of view as well. And since the defect is shared 
equally, it should not be directed against one of the disputants 
(viz the Vedantin) only. But as a matter of fact, the believer in 
Brahman has freed his own point of view from this defect. 


Topic 10: PossESSION OF ALL Powers 
MAA FT AAA Roll 


4 And aq-sdar possessed of all (powers) @q-S’aTq it having 
been thus revealed. 


30. Moreover (the Deity is) possessed of all (powers), it 
having been revealed thus (in the Upanisads). 


It has been said earlier that a kaleidoscopic phenomenal crea- 
tion can very well stem out from the same Brahman on account 
of Its being endowed with multifarious powers. 

Opponent : How, again, is it known that the supreme Brahman 
is endowed with diverse powers? 

Vedintin: That is being answered: “The supreme Deity is 


The combination of the second with the first leaves the first alone, 
which has no dimension. 
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possessed of all powers, it having been revealed thus.” It has 
to be accepted that the supreme Deity is endowed with all 
powers. 

How does this follow? 

Because so it is revealed. Thus the Upanisads show that the 
supreme Deity is possessed of all the powers in such passages 
as, “He is the doer of all (good) actions; He is possessed of all 
(good) desires, all (good) smells, all (good) tastes, and He 
pervades all this. He is without the organ of speech, and has 
no hankering” (Ch. III. xiv. 4), “His desires are true, and His 
will is inviolable” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1). “He who is all-knowing 
in general and particular” (Mu. I. i. 9), “Under the mighty rule 
of this Immutable, O Gargi, the sun and the moon are held in 
their positions” (Br. III. viii. 9). 


FRUCaTAahA AAT 11321 


fam<caTq Owing to the non-possession of organs 7 (Brahman 
is) not (the agent) 2a aq if such be the objection, I? that 
(objection) SI was answered. 


31. If it be argued that (Brahman cannot act) on account of 
absence of organs, that was answered earlier. 


Opponent: It may be so. But the scripture teaches that the 
supreme Deity is without organs, as in such texts, “without 
eyes or ears, without the vocal organ or mind” (Br. III. viii. 8). 
How can He be able to perform action even though omnip- 
otent? For it is known that even though the gods are sentient 
and equipped with all kinds of power, still they can accom- 
plish their respective duties only when they are in possession of 
bodies and organs in a physical context. Now how can the 
Deity from whom all distinction is ruled out by saying, “Not 
this, not this” (Br. IV. v. 15), become associated with all kinds 
of powers? 

Vedantin : Whatever can be stated in this matter has already 
been stated earlier (B. S. II. 1. 27). This supreme and sublime 
Brahman is to be known from the Vedas alone, but not from 
reasoning. Moreover, there cannot be any such rule that since 
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somebody is seen to have some power in some way, another 
should also have it in the same way. Moreover, this also has 
already been stated that even though all distinctions are denied 
in Brahman, still It can have an accession of all powers owing 
to the presence of a variety of aspects conjured up by ignorance. 
In support of this is the scripture, “He moves and grasps even 
though He is without feet and hands, He sees without eyes, 
and hears without ears” (Sv. III. 19), which shows the posses- 
sion of all kinds of power by Brahman, even though It is devoid 
of organs. 


Topic 11: NrEep oF MorIvE 


That a conscious entity can be the creator of the universe is 
being challenged again in another way (by the opponent): 


T TATA W322 
4 Not (the cause) W44-aeaT] owing to the need of motive. 


32. (Brahman is) not the cause, owing to the need of some 
motive (for creation). 


The conscious supreme Self can never create this sphere of 
the universe. 

Why? 

“Owing to the need of motive” for action. It is a matter of 
common experience that an intelligent man whose engagement 
in work is preceded by forethought, does not start any activity, 
easy of performance though it be, unless it is conducive to his 
purpose. What to speak of an undertaking requiring stupendous 
effort? And there is an Upanisadic text confirming this well- 
known human fact: “It is not for the sake of all, my dear, that 
all is loved, but for one’s own sake that all is loved” (Br. II. 
iv. 5). The creation of this spherical universe, consisting of a 
multiple conglomeration of high and low things is a huge task. 
Even if this effort be imagined to be conducive to some pur- 
pose of the conscious supreme Self, then the mention in the 
Vedas of Its contentment will be contradicted. Alternatively if 
there be no purpose, then there will be no activity. It may, 
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however, be argued that it is a matter of experience that a mad 
man, sentient though he is, acts on account of the derangement 
of his brain, even where he has nothing to gain; and on this 
analogy the supreme Self too can have action. But on that 
assumption the mention of His omniscience in the Vedas will 
be contradicted. Hence it is incongruous to hold that creation 
stems out from an intelligent being. 


ara BrahaCAT tal 


I Buc @le-aAq like what is seen in the world Mlet-HaAray 
(creation is) a mere pastime. 


33. But (creation for Brabman is) a mere pastime like what 1s 
seen in the world. 


Vedantin: The objection is rebutted by the word “but”. As 
in the world it is seen that though a king or some councillor of 
the king who has got all his desires fulfilled, may still, without 
any aim in view, indulge in activities in the forms of sports and 
pastimes, as a sort of diversion, or as inhalation, exhalation, etc. 
proceed spontaneously without depending on any _ external 
motive, so also God can have activities of the nature of mere 
pastime out of His spontaneity without any extraneous motive. 
For any motive imputed to God can have neither the support 
of reason nor of the Vedas. Nor can one’s nature be called into 
question. Although the creation of this sphere of the universe 
appears to us to be a stupendous task, yet to God it is a mere 
pastime, because His power is infinite. Even though people 
may fancy that sport also has some subtle motive behind it, 
still no motive can be thought of here, since the Vedas declare 
that He has all desires fulfilled. Again, there can be neither 
inactivity, nor any mad activity, since there are the Vedic texts 
about creation and omniscience. And yet the Vedic statement 
of creation does not relate to any reality, for it must not be 
forgotten that such a text is valid within the range of activities 
concerned with name and form called up by ignorance, and it 
is meant for propounding the fact that everything has Brahman 
as its Self. 
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Topic 12: PARTIALITY AND CRUELTY 


On the maxim of driving a pole deeper?®, the view that God 
is the cause of the origin etc. of the universe is being challenged 
again, in order to make the proposition all the more well 
established. 


qT a aT atacand aa fe aiala navn 


TTT Avy Partiality and cruelty 4 (do) not (occur) 
aldaealy owing to consideration of other factorsf€ for T4T so 
aaafat (the Vedas) show. 


34. No partiality and cruelty (can be charged against God) 
because of (His) taking other factors into consideration. For 
so the Vedas show. 


Opponent : God cannot reasonably be the cause of the world. 

Why? 

For that would lead to the possibility of partiality and cruelty. 
For it can be reasonably concluded that God has passion and 
hatred like some ignoble persons, for He creates an unjust world 
by making some, e.g. gods and others, experience happiness, 
some, e.g. animals etc., experience extreme misery and some, 
e.g. human beings, experience moderate happiness and sorrow. 
Hence there will be a nullification of God’s nature of 
extreme purity, (unchangeability), etc., that are declared in 
the Vedas and Smrtis. And owing to infliction of misery and 
destruction on all creatures, God will be open to the charge of 
pitilessness and extreme cruelty, abhorred even by a villain. 
Thus on account of the possibility of partiality and cruelty, God 
is not an agent. 

Vedantin: To this we say, “No partiality or cruelty can be 
charged against God.” 

How can this be so? 

“Because of His taking other factors into consideration.” Had 

”In soft earth a pole is first forced in and then pulled out to force it 


down still deeper. This process is repeated many times till the pole reaches 
firm ground and is held fast in position. 
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God created this erratic world by Himself, irrespective of 
other factors, He would be open to these charges of partiality 
and cruelty. But in His isolation (from these) He has no crea- 
torship, for God makes this unequal creation by taking the help 
of other factors. 

What factors does He take into consideration? 

We say that these are merit and demerit. No fault attaches to 
God, since this unequal creation is brought about in conformity 
with the virtues and vices of the creatures that are about to be 
born. Rather, God is to be compared to rain. Just as rainfall is 
a common cause for the growth of paddy, barley, etc., the 
special reasons for the differences of paddy, barley, etc., being 
the individual potentiality of the respective seeds, similarly God 
is the common cause for the birth of gods, men, and others, 
while the individual fruits of works associated with the individ- 
ual creatures are the uncommon causes for the creation of the 
differences among the gods, men, and others. Thus God is not 
open to the defects of partiality and cruelty, since He takes 
other factors into consideration. 

How, again, is it known that God creates this world of high, 
low, and medium conditions in accordance with other factors? 

“For so the Vedas show” in, “It is He indeed who makes 
him perform virtuous deeds whom He would raise high above 
these worlds; and it is He indeed who makes him perform 
vicious deeds whom He would cast below these worlds” (Kau. 
Ill. 8), “It becomes virtuous through good acts, and vicious 
through evil acts” (By. III. ii. 13, IV. iv. 5). The Smrti also 
shows that God’s dispensation of favour and disfavour is con- 
tingent on the specific merit of the work done by each creature, 
e.g. “In whatever way men worship Me, in the same way do I 
fulfil their desires” (Gita, IV. 11), and other texts of a similar 


import. 
a aalfaarntata Aarafecarg uy 
4a Not (so) HA -AlTAPTTT on account of karma remaining 
undifferentiated ft 4] if this be the objection, 7 not so, 


aatfecatq because of the beginninglessness (of the trans- 
migratory state). 
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35. If it be argued that it is not possible (to take Karma— 
merit and demerit—into consideration in the beginning), since 
the fruits of work remain still undifferentiated, then we say, no, 
since the transinigratory state has no beginning. 


Opponent : There could have been no karma (result of work) 
before creation, in accordance with which a diverse universe 
could have emerged; for nondifferentiation is emphasized in the 
text, “O amiable one, in the beginning all this was but Existence, 
one without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1). It is only after creation 
that results of work, depending on the diversification into 
bodies etc., could be possible, andthe diversification into bodies 
could be possible by depending on the results of work. This 
would lead to the fallacy of mutual dependence (logical seesaw). 
Thus, well may God become active by depending on the fruits 
of work after the creation of multiplicity. But before this 
emergence of diversity it would come to this that the first 
creation would perforce be without any variety, since the fruits 
of work bringing about differentiation would be absent. 

Vedantin : That is no defect, since the transmigratory state has 
no beginning. This defect would have arisen if transmigra- 
tion had a beginning. But if that state has no beginning, there 
is nothing contradictory for the fruits of work and the variety 
in creation to act as cause and effect of each other on the 
analogy of the seed and the sprout. 

How, again, is it known that this transmigratory state has no 
beginning? 

To this the answer is: 


GTI ATH AT FT UREN 


4 Aft Moreover BMA this is logical FW and BISA is met 
with. 


36. Moreover, this is logical, and (so) it is met with (in the 
Scriptures ). 


And it is logical for the transmigratory existence to have no 
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beginning; for had it emerged capriciously all of a sudden, then 
there would have been the predicament of freed souls also being 
reborn here, as also the contingency of results accruing from 
non-existing causes, for the differences in happiness and misery 
would have no logical explanation. It has been pointed out 
already that God is not the cause of inequality, nor is ignorance 
by itself a source of this, it being homogeneous. Ignorance can 
at best become the creator of inequality in consequence of the 
fruits of work, which are acquired as a result of the influence 
of past impressions of the three infatuations—love, hatred, 
and delusion. The fallacy of mutual dependence docs not arise 
from the impossibility of bodies being created without karma 
and karma being performed without bodies; for if creation is 
beginningless, all this becomes reasonable on the analogy of the 
seed and the sprout, and hence there will be no defect. 

And we realize the beginninglessness of creation from the 
Vedas and the Smrtis. In the Vedas, for instance, occurs the 
text, “Myself entering into this as the embodicd soul (Jiva-aétma 
—living being)” (Ch. VI. ii. 2). Referring to the beginning of 
creation, this text speaks of the embodied soul as the “living 
being” on account of its sustaining life, and thereby it shows 
that creation had no beginning; for if creation had a beginning 
then, since the soul had no life to sustain (at that time), why 
should the “living being” have been referred to in that text 
through the word jiva (living one) which comes into use from 
the fact of supporting the life process (jivana)? It cannot 
be that the term jiva is used in anticipation that it will 
support life in future; for an existing relationship is stronger 
than a future one, inasmuch as the former is an accomplished 
fact. And the mantra text, ‘““The Ordainer created the sun and 
moon like those of the previous cycles” (R. V. X. cxc. 3) shows 
the existence of earlier cycles of creation. In the Smpfti also 
the transmigratory state is noticed to be without beginning, as 
in, “Its form is not here perceived as such, neither its end, nor 
its Origin, nor its continuance” (Gita XV. 3). The conclusion 
made in the Puranas also is that the past and future cycles of 
creation are numberless. 
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Topic 13: PropriETY OF ALL THE CHARACTERISTICS 


ATA 3911 


37. And Brahman is the cause on account of the propriety of 
all the characteristics (of a cause in It). 


After it has been ascertained that the Vedas have for their 
purport the conscious Brahman as the efficient and material 
cause of the universe, the teacher (Vyasa) refuted the objec- 
tions raised by others on such grounds as the difference between 
Brahman and the world. Now he concludes the subject mainly 
concerned with the establishment of his own point of view, 
before he commences the subject mainly concerned with 
demolishing the opposing points of view (B. S. II. ii). This 
philosophy based on the Upanisads is not to be cavilled at; for 
when this Brahman is accepted as the cause, all the character- 
istics of a cause, namely that Brahman is omniscient, omnipotent, 
and a great conjurer, fit in with It in the way already indicated. 


SEcTION II 


Topic 1: SAMKHYA ViEW REFUTED (IMPosSIBILITY OF DEsiIGNn) 


CHASTITAAT ATTA UH 


CAA -AITTT: Owing to the inexplicability of design 7 and 
(other reasons) HATTA the inferred one 7 is not. 


1. The inferred one (Pradhana) is not (the cause) owing to 
the impossibility of explaining the design, as also for other 
reasons, 


Although this scripture is begun with the purpose of establish- 
ing the fact that the texts of the Upanisads have such a thing 
(viz Brahman) alone in view, but it is not begun for proving 
or disproving any conclusion with the help of mere reasoning, 
as is done in the books of logic, still for anyone explaining the 
texts of the Upanisads, it becomes incumbent to repudiate the 
philosophies of the Sarmkhyas and others which run counter to 
the right knowledge. This is why the succeeding (i.e. the 
present) section begins. And because the determination of the 
correct meaning of the Upanisads is meant for right knowledge, 
his own point of view has been first established (by Vy4sa) in 
the course of determining that meaning; for that is preferable 
to the rejection of opposite views. 

Opponent: It is proper to establish one’s own point of 
view for the sake of determining what the right knowledge is, 
it being a means for the attainment of liberation by people 
aspiriug for release; what need is there of demolishing others’ 
points of view, which amounts to being inimical to others? 

Vedantin: Well, it is just as you say. But there are some 
people of dull intellect who on noticing that the great scriptures 
of the Sarmkhyas and others are accepted by the honoured ones 
and that they proceed under the plea of bestowing the right 
knowledge, may conclude that these too are to be accepted as 
a means to right knowledge. Besides, they may have faith in 
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these, since there is a possibility of weight of reasoning and 
since they are spoken by omniscient people. Hence this effort 
is being made to expose their hollowness. 

Opponent: Have not the views of the Sarmmkhyas and others 
been thrown overboard even earlier with the help of the 
aphorisms: “Because of the attribution of seeing, the one not 
taught in the Upanisads is not the cause” (I. i. 5), “There can 
be no reliance on inference owing to the mention of desire” 
(I. i. 18), “Hereby are explained all other theories” (I. iv. 
28)2 What need is there of doing it all over again? 

That is being answered (by the Vedantin). Even the 
Sarnkhyas and others cite the Upanisadic texts for reinforcing 
their own points of view, and they explain these in conformity 
with thcir own theories. What was done before was just to 
prove that their interpretations are mere fallacies and not the 
correct explanations. But here follows a refutation of their 
reasonings independently of the texts. This is the difference. 

With regard to this the Sa#zkbyas argue thus: As it is seen 
in this world that the modifications like pots, plates, etc. which 
remain transfused with earth as their common substance, origi- 
nate from the material cause earth, so all the different products, 
external or corporeal, which remain transfused with happiness, 
misery, and delusion, must spring from a material cause con- 
stituted by happiness, misery, and delusion. Now the material 
cause constituted by happiness, sorrow, and delusion is the same 
as Pradhana, which is constituted by the three gzzas (sattva, 
rajas, and tamas—intelligence, activity, and inertia), which is 
insentient like earth, and which engages in activity by under- 
going diverse transformation under a natural impulsion for 
serving a sentient soul (by providing expericnce or liberation). 
So also they arrive at that very Pradhana on such grounds of 
inference as limitation, (origination from the potency of the 
cause, evolution from cause, merger into cause, unity as source 
of diversity).} 

Vedantin : With regard to this we say that if this has to be 


1The inferences take such forms: “Diverse things like earth has an 
unmanifested cause, they being limited like a pot.” “Mabat and others 
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decided on the strength of analogy alone, then it is not seen in 
this world that any independent insentient thing that is not 
guided by some sentient being can produce modifications to 
serve some special purpose of a man; for what is noticed in the 
world is that houses, palaces, beds, seats, recreation grounds, etc., 
are made by the intelligent engineers and others at the proper 
time and in a way suitable for ensuring or avoiding comfort or 
discomfort. So how can the insentient Pradhana create this 
universe, which cannot even be mentally conceived of by the 
intelligent (i.e. skilful) and most far-famed architects, which 
is seen in the external context to consist of the earth etc. that 
are fit places for experiencing the results of various works, and 
in the context of the individual person, of the body and other 
things having different castes etc., in which the limbs are 
arranged according to a regular design, and which are seen as 
the seats for experiencing various fruits of actions? For this is 
not noticed in the case of a lump of earth or stone. Even in the 
cases of earth etc. it is noticed that special creations take place 
under the control of potters and others. On that analogy, the 
possibility arises of Pradhana also being under the control of 
some conscious entity. There can be no hard and fast rule that 
the primal cause is to be traced through the attribute (of 
insentiency) that inheres in the very nature of the material 
causes like earth, but that it is not to be traced through the 
qualities inherent in the external factors like the potter. And 
from this latter point of view nothing is contradicted, rather 
the Vedas stand vindicated, since the Vedas present a conscious 
entity as the cause. Accordingly, by reason of the impossibility 
of design as well, the insentient Pradhana should not be inferred 
to be the cause of the universe. By the word “and” (in the 
aphorism) is adduced the additional argument that the ground 
of inference (i.e. the middle term) is absent from the major 


must have emerged from the potency in their cause like pot etc., from 
the potency of their material.” “The effect is seen to evolve from a 
cause, as a pot from clay.” “All things merge successively into finer and 
finer material sources.” “All variety must have some umity as its source 
on account of causal relation and the principle of merger of the effect 
into the material cause.” 

24 
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term (universe) on account of the hollowness of the argument 
about the inherence of the qualities of happiness etc. in the 
universe (that was advanced by the Sarnkhyas). For the external 
and corporeal modifications cannot logically remain transfused 
with happiness, misery, and delusion as their very substance, 
for happiness etc. are perceived to be internal (i.e. mental), 
whereas sound etc. are not perceived to be of that kind (they 
being external), and the latter are perceived as the cause of the 
former. Moreover, even when the sound etc. continue to be the 
same, happiness etc. (connected with them) are felt to be 
different in accordance with the mental attitudes towards them. 
Similarly if somebody infers that “since limited products like 
roots, sprouts, etc. are born out of a combination of many 
materials, therefore all external and corporeal modifications too 
must have been similarly formed out of the combination of 
many materials; for they too are limited”, then one will be 
faced with the predicament of sattva, rajas, and tames also 
springing out of a combination of many materials, they too 
being equally limited. On the contrary, as a causal relation is 
in evidence even in the case of beds, seats, etc., that are (seen 
to be) manufactured (by sentient beings) after deliberation, 
therefore after noticing a causal relationship in the cases of 
external things and personal modifications one cannot jump to 
the conclusion that these must also have been created by some 
insentient entity.? 


TIAA MI 


@ And wad: owing to (the impossibility) of the tendency 
to act. 


2. And the inferred (Pradhana) cannot be the cause, since the 
tendency to create (cannot logically arise in‘it). 


Leave alone this design. It is not possible for the insentient 


2The Samkhya’s argument was that Pradhana is that principle where 
the series of division between the cause and effect terminates. But the 
Vedintin holds that the series can as well end in either Brahman or 
Maya. The series does not end in an insentient principle that has no 
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Pradhana in its isolation, even to have the tendency—the depar- 
ture from the state of balance, consisting in attainment of a 
condition of relative superiority and inferiority by sattva, rajas, 
and tamas, the state of imminence for the creation of some 
distinct product—(that is necessary for that design); for such 
(independent action) is not seen in the case of earth etc. or 
chariot etc. For neither earth etc. nor chariot etc., which are 
themselves insentient, are seen to have any tendency to behave 
in a particular way unless they are under the guidance of 
potters and others or horses and the like. The unseen has to be 
inferred from the seen. So on account of the absence of any 
logical ground for acquiring the tendency to act, the insentient 
(Pradhana) is not to be inferred to be the cause of the universe. 

Samkhya: Well, even in the case of a mere sentient entity 
(in its isolation), no such tendency to act is in evidence. 

Vedantin: This is true. Still insentient things like chariot etc. 
are seen to have a tendency to act only when in association with 
a sentient being. 

Samkhya: But a sentient being is not seen to develop a tend- 
ency to act even when in contact with insentient things.® 

A third party: So what should be the reasonable position 
here? Should the tendency belong to that (insentient thing) in 
which it is noticed or to him in association with whom it is 
seen to develop? 

Samkhya: Well, the reasonable position is that it should 
belong to that in which it is actually noticed, for here both (the 
tendency to act and the bases on which it rests) are perceived 
together ds such, whereas a sentient being by itself is not per- 
‘ceived like the chariot etc. to be the seat of the tendency to 
act. It is only by noticing the difference of a living body from 
a mere insentient chariot etc. that a sentient being can be 
inferred to exist in association with the body etc., which serve 
as the seat of the tendency to act. And it is from this very fact 


intelligence to guide it, for what is noticeable is that all articles are 
produced by intelligence. 

*For instance, a sleeping man does not look up and begin to run just 
because a piece of cloth is thrown on his body. So all tendency to act is 
based on the insentient. 
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of sentience and activity being perceptible when a body exists 
but being imperceptible when the body does not exist, that 
the materialists infer that even sentience belongs to the body 
itself. Therefore the tendency to act belongs to the insentient 
alone. 

Vedantin: That is being answered: We do not say that the 
tendency does not belong to the insentient entity in which it is 
noticed. Well may it belong to it. But we say that this tendency 
is derived from the sentient, since it exists or does not exist in 
accordance as the sentient entity exists or does not exist. For 
instance, even though such transformations as burning and 
emitting light subsist in fuel etc. and though they are not in 
evidence in fire in its isolation (from fuel), still they originate 
from fire itself, for they occur as a result of contact (of fuel) 
with fire and do not occur when that contact is absent. The 
case is the same here. Even according to the materialists a 
sentient body is seen to be the impeller of the insentient char- 
iots, etc., and hence the view that the sentient is the impeller of 
action stands undisputed. 

Opponent : But from your point of view, the Self, even when 
in association with the body etc., cannot reasonably have any 
tendency to act over and above having Its intrinsic nature of 
pure consciousness, and hence it cannot be upheld that it can 
impart any tendency (to others). 

Vedantin: No, for on the analogy of the magnet and colour 
etc. something bereft of any tendency to act can still impart 
this to others. For instance, a magnet, though possessing no 
tendency to act by itself, still induces that tendency in iron; or 
objects of perception like colour etc., which by themselves have 
no tendency to act, still impart this to the eye etc. Similarly it 
is but logical that God who is all-pervasive, the Self of all, 
omniscient, and omnipotent, should be the impeller of all even 
though He is Himself free from any tendency to act. 

Objection: Since God is one (without a second), and there 
is nothing else to be impelled, the impellership itself is a fiction. 

Vedantin: No, for it has been said again and again that God 
can be the impeller because of an illusory association with name 
and form conjured up by ignorance. Hence the existence of 
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such tendency becomes a possibility only if omniscient God be 
accepted as the cause (of creation), but not so on the assump- 
tion of something insentient as the cause. 


GaSraT T TAIT wa 


qq:-HFq-4q Like milk and water 4 if this be the claim, then 
afa even aw there. 


3. If it be claimed (that Pradhana acts spontaneously) like 
milk and water, then even there (intelligence is the guide). 


Opponent : It may be like this. As insentient milk has a natural 
tendency to act for the nourishment of calves, or as insentient 
water flows spontaneously for the good of people, similarly 
insentient Pradhana will also naturally act for fulfilling human 
needs. 

Vedantin : This is not a correct statement, since we infer that 
even in those cases, the milk and water develop a tendency to 
act when they are under the guidance of some sentient beings; 
for the chariot etc. which are admitted by both of us to be 
insentient, are not seen to have any action by themselves: The 
scripture also shows that all motion in this world has God as 
its source as in, “He who inhabits water but is within it (whom 
water does not know),...and who controls water from within 
(is the Internal Ruler)” (Br. III. vii. 4), “Under the mighty rule 
of this Immutable, O Gargi, some rivers flow eastward” (Br. 
III. vit. 9), and such other texts. Accordingly, the illustrations 
of milk and water should not be cited in opposition, since they 
too are very much of a piece with your point of view that is 
being disputed (viz that insentient Pradhana can have any 
independent tendency). Besides, it is logical to hold that milk is 
induced to flow under the affectionate desire of the cow; and 
it is drawn out by the sucking of the calf. Water too is not 
quite independent since its flow is dependent on the slope of 
the ground etc. And it was shown earlier that in all cases there 
is a dependence on sentience. But under the aphorism, “If it 
be said that Brahman cannot be the cause, since one is noticed 
to collect materials for the performance of an act, then we say 
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no, for it is possible on the analogy of milk” (B.S. II. 1. 24), 
the illustration was cited from the common-sense point of view 
to show that action can take place in a thing itself without the 
aid of any external means. But from the scriptural point of view 
it is known that all acts take place under God’s bidding. Hence 
this does not contradict the earlier one. 


oufetarrafeaadarrtatcard lvl 


@ And =afatn-aaafeqd: owing to the absence of anything 


extraneous AAWCAT] ~since (Pradhana can have) nothing to 
rely on. 


4, And (Pradhana is not the cause) since (nothing extraneous 
to it exists, so that) it has nothing to rely on (for intpulsion to 
or stoppage from action). 


Pradhana according to the Sarhkhyas, consists of the three 
guzias in a state of balance. Apart from these, nothing else exists 
externally to Pradhana, on which it can depend for either impel- 
ling or stopping it. As for the (external) soul (purusa), it is a 
passive (witness), neither impelling nor stopping. Hence 
Pradhana is without any other help, and being without help, it 
is wrong to maintain that it gets sometimes transformed into 
mabat etc., while at other times it does not.* But since God 
has omniscicnce, omnipotence, and the great power of Maya, 
His engagement in or disengagement from activity presents no 
contradiction. 


Tas A Wf yt 


4 And Watat™] owing to non-occurrence 447 elsewhere 4 
it cannot be W-Htfe-AT like grass etc. 


5. And Pradhana cannot change (automatically) like grass etc. 
(into milk in a cow) for such a change does not occur else- 
where (e.g. in a bull). 


‘For there is no adventitious ground for these changes of mood, merit 
and demerit also pone a part and parcel of Pradhana, and not an 
extrancous compelling force. 
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Opponent: It may happen thus: As grass, leaves, water, etc. 
change naturally into milk without the help of any other factor, 
even so Pradhana can change itself into sahbat and the rest. 

How is it known that grass etc. are not helped by other 
factors? 

Because no other factor is cbserved. If we could discover 
some causes, then we could have taken up grass etc. along with 
those causes at will and would have manufactured milk; but we 
cannot do so. Therefore the change in the grass etc. 1s spon- 
taneous. So also it can be the case with Pradhana. 

Vedantin : With regard to this we say: Pradhana can change 
naturally like grass etc. if the change in the grass etc. be 
accepted as automatic. But this is not admitted, since other 
causes are perceived. 

How is it known that there are other causes? 

From the non-occurrence (of such a thing) elsewhere. For 
grass etc. eaten by a cow alone changes into milk; but not so 
when rejected or eaten by a bull etc. If this could happen with- 
out any cause, then grass etc. would have become milk even 
without entering into a cow’s body. A thing does not become 
causeless just because men cannot manufacture it at will. For 
some effects can be produced by men, while others happen 
under divine dispensation. Besides, men also can produce (more) 
milk by adopting the requisite methods, as for instance, procur- 
ing grass etc. For people wanting plenty of milk feed the cows 
with plenty of grass, and thereby they procure milk abundantly. 
Hence the changes in Pradhana cannot occur naturally on the 
analogy of grass etc. 


TATASTITTAT NEN 


aft Even @q77a when admitted H4-TAT on account 
of the absence of purpose. 


6. Even tf (spontaneous modification of Pradhana be) 
accepted, still (Pradhana will not be the cause) because of the 
absence of any purpose. 


It has been established that Pradhana has no natural tendency 
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to act. If now as a concession to your belief we admit that 
Pradhana has a spontaneous impulsion to act, still defects will 
persist. 

Why? 

Because of the absence of any purpose. If it be said that 
Pradhana has a spontaneous tendency to act and that there is 
no need of any other auxiliary in this matter, then from this it 
will follow that just as Pradhdna does not require any help for 
its activity, so also it will not stand in need of any purpose as 
well; and thereby the proposition that Pradhana acts for 
accomplishing the purposes of the soul will be set at naught. 
If, however, the opponent says that the need of any auxiliary 
alone is discarded, but not so any purpose, still we have to 
search for the purpose leading to Pradhana’s actions. This 
purpose may be experience (of joy and sorrow) or liberation, 
or both. If experience of pleasure and pain be the motive, then 
what kind of experience can be provided (by Pradhana) for a 
soul which has no scope for its own perfection or imperfection 
(which such an experience can bring about)? Besides, liberation 
will become an impossibility.5 If liberation be the purpose, then 
liberation being an accomplished fact® even before Pradhana acts, 
its engagement in activity will be useless. Moreover, there will 
be the contingency of an absence of the experience of sound 
etc.” If both the purposes (experience and liberation) be admit- 
ted, still since the products of Pradhana, which are to be 
experienced, are infinite, there will arise the predicament of non- 
release (from them, since the experience will be limitless). And 
the impulse to act cannot be for the sake of satisfying some desire 
(or curiosity), since neither the insentient Pradhana can have 
any curiosity, nor can the partless and pure soul have it. If out of 
a fear that the powers of knowing and creating (that are present 
in the soul and Pradhana respectively) will become infructuous 
(in the absence of objects and creation), Pradhina be supposed to 
act, then just as the soul’s power to know can never be erad- 
icated, so also Pradhana’s power to create will continue inter- 


5For Pradhana will not be working for it. 
®The soul being naturally free. 
*For Pradhana, when acting for liberation, has no such purpose in view. 
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minably, so that the predicament of liberation becoming impos- 
sible will be just the same. Hence it is wrong to say that Pra- 
dhana acts for the sake of the soul. 


qerenatata sasty inet 


Feq-ARA-Aq On the analogy of a man and a loadstone fa aq 
if such be the contention Tat 4fF even so. 


7. If it be argued that like a (lame) man (riding on a blind 
man) or a loadstone (moving iron), (the soul can stimulate 
Pradhana), even then (the defect will persist). 


Samkbya: It may be like this: As a man having the power 
of sight but not that of movement, he being lame, acts by 
riding on the shoulders of somebody clse who has the power 
of action but not the power of vision, or as a loadstone, does 
not move by itself and yet makes a piece of iron move, similarly 
the soul can impel Pradhana. 

Opposition thus raises its head by relying on analogy. 

Vedantin : To this we reply that “even so”, there is no escap- 
ing the defect. For instance, the defect of discarding your 
proposition crops up inasmuch as your hypothesis is that Pra- 
dhana has an independent tendency to act and the soul is not 
an impeller. Moreover, how can the passive soul impel Pradhana? 
Even a lame man guides a blind man by his speech, but the 
soul has no such causal function to induce action in Pradhana, 
since it is actionless and attributeless. And it cannot stimulate 
movement like a loadstone by mere proximity, for proximity 
(between soul and Pradhana) being eternal, the possibility will 
arise of such moveinent also becoming endless. In the case of a 
loadstone, (the proximity being inconstant), there can be such 
an activity as the attraction (of the iron to itself), for the 
proximity is inconstant. Besides, the loadstone depends on 
cleaning etc. for its action. Hence the illustrations of the man 
and the loadstone are inapt. Again, there can be no relation 
between the soul and Pradhana, since Pradhana is insentient, the 
soul is indifferent, and there is no third factor to bring them 
into relation. If, however, the relation follows from their 
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intrinsic fitness to be related (with each other)®, there will 
arise the predicament of liberation becoming non-achievable, 
since that fitness cannot be uprooted. As in the previous aphorism, 
so here also the absence of purpose has to be taken into consid- 
eration from different points of view.® But in the case of the 
supreme Self there is the greater advantage that It has inactivity 
from Its own point of view, but a driving urge (for creation) 
from the standpoint of Maya. 


SR SCATTTT AT NGI 
afeca-aqqrd: On account of the impossibility of the relation 
of the Principal (and the subordinate) 7 as well. 


8. Besides, Pradhana cannot act on account of the impossibility 
of (the existence of) any relationship of the principal and its 
subordinates (among the gunas constituting Pradhana). 


For this additional reason no activity for Pradhana is possible. 
The state of Pradhana is a condition of balance of the three 
constituents (Ssattva, rajas, and tamas) continuing in their abso- 
lute intrinsic nature after giving up the reciprocal relation of 
predominance over or subordination to one another. There 
cannot be any relation of predominance or subordination among 
them in that state of their existence in their pristine nature 
which is independent of their reciprocal relation; for a con- 
trary supposition will lead to a negation of their individual 
nature. And since there is no external factor to excite them, 
there can be no origin of mahat and the rest that results from 
the disturbance of the balance of the three constituents. 


rasa 7 wafsfaah” ie 


4-And aaaqi-aqfaat even if the inference be pursued in 
another way, (still the defect will persist) #-ahs-faatir on 


account of the absence of the power of intelligence. 


®The soul being a knower, and Pradhana the object of knowledge. 
The one ‘presupposes the other. 
°Whether the purpose be experience, or liberation, or both? 
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9. And even if the inference be pursued otherwise (still the 
defect will persist) owing to the absence of the power of intel- 
ligence (in Pradhbana). 


Samkhbya: Even then, we shall draw the inference in a 
different way, so that this last defect may not crop up. For we 
do not admit that the guzas are by nature mutually independent 
ar that they are changeless; for such a hypothesis lacks proof. 
But their nature is postulated in accordance with the modifica- 
tions springing from them. Their nature must be postulated to 
be such as may logically lead to the production of the effects. 
And the accepted view is that the gzas are naturally unsteadv. 
From this it follows that even during equilibrium the gumas exist 
in a state of potential divergence. 

Vedantin : Even so, the faults like the impossibility of sustain- 
ing design etc. rationally, as mentioned earlier, persist just as 
before, since Pradhana is bereft of the power of intelligence. 
Should the opponent infer this power of intelligence as well (for 
Pradhana), he will cease to be an opponent; for that will open 
the door to the belief in the theory of Brahman, that a single 
sentient entity is the material cause of the universe of varicd 
appearances, Again, even if the gunas possess a potentiality for 
imbalance,!® still once they are in a state of equilibrium, they 
cannot undergo loss of balance in the absence of some cause 
for this; or should they become disturbed without a cause, it 
will lead to the predicament of their remaining in a state of 
disturbed equilibrium through eternity, for the absence of a 
cause is equal in either state. In this wav the defect (of the 


non-emergence of the derivatives like mahat) stated last, will 
certainly crop up. 


fasfaterararaey ligot 


a And faxfatatq owing to contradictions @AASTTA 
incoherent. 


10. And (the Sammkhya doctrine is) incoherent because of the 
contradictions involved. 


® Consisting in reciprocal domination and subordination. 
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And this thesis of the Sarnkhyas is self-contradictory. For 
sometimes they enumerate seven organs and sometimes eleven, 
similarly sometimes they teach about the origin of the subtle 
elements from mahbat, and sometimes from the ego; so also 
sometimes they mention three internal organs, and sometimes 
one. And their opposition to the Upanisads, speaking of God as 
the cause, as also to the Smrtis which follow the Upanisads, is a 
patent fact. For these reasons also the philosophy of the 
Samkhyas is incoherent. 


To this the Saizkhya says: Is not the philosophy of the fol- 
lowers of the Upanisads equally incoherent, since in this it ts 
denied that the tormented (individual being) and the tormentor 
(world) belong to distinct categories? For when they postulate 
that the one Brahman, which is the Self of all, is the cause of 
the entire world-appearance, they have necessarily to admit that 
the afflicted and the afflicter are but two aspects of one and 
the same Self, and that they do not belong to different cate- 
gories. If these two, the tormentor and the tormented, be but 
two aspects of the same Self, then that Self will never get freed 
from those two, so that the scripture teaching about right 
knowledge for the sake of getting rid of affliction will become 
useless. For a lamp possessed of the properties of heat and light 
cannot reasonably get freed from heat and Jight so long as it 
continues to be a Jamp. As for the illustration of water, ripple, 
wave, foam, etc., even there, the same single water has the 
appearances of ripple etc. which merge and emerge for ever, so 
that in the case of the water as well, there can be no getting rid 
of these ripple etc. Moreover the tormentor and the tormented 
are well known in this world to belong to distinct categories. 
Thus it is that the seeker (who is afflicted by the desire) and 
the thing sought (which afflicts), are seen to be entirely differ- 
ent. If the thing sought did not differ in substance from the 
secker, then the thing sought by anv secker being ever an 
accomplished fact for that sccker, he should have no desire for 
that thing, just as a Jamp, that is nothing but light, has got its 
light cver present in itself so that it has no desire (1.e. need) for 
it; for a secker desires something that is still unattained. And so 
also an object (of desire) will cease to be an object (unless there 


IT. ii. 10] BRAHMA - SOTRA - BHASYA 381 


be a difference between the man and his object). And should it 
be ever coveted, the desire will be only about itself. But this 
does not accord with facts; for the terms seeker and the sought 
are relative expressions, they being mutually determined. A 
relation can subsist between two (mutually) related things, but 
not in a thing standing singly. Hence these seeker and the thing 
sought must be different and so also must be the detester and 
the thing detested. That which is favourable to the seeker ts the 
desirable thing and that which is unfavourable is the undesirable 
thing. And a person becomes related to the desirable and the 
undesirable by turns. Since the desirable things are few, while 
the undesirable things are many, both the desirable and the 
undesirable are in effect a source of evil, and are hence called a 
source of torment. The tormented is the person who, though one, 
gets connected with each of these two by turns. If these afflicter 
and afflicted be identical, no liberation will be possible. But if 
they belong to different categories, then liberation may per- 
chance be possible at times as a result of the removal of the 
cause!! of their coming into contact. 

Vedantin: With regard to this the answer is: There is no 
defect, since the relation of the tormentor and tormented cannot 
exist in the face of this very fact of unity (of the Self). This 
defect would have existed if even within the unity of the Self, 
the tormentor and the tormented could be related by way of 
being the subject and the: object of each other. But this cannot 
be so precisely because of this unity. For fire does not either 
burn or illuminate itself precisely because it is one even though 
possessed of the different attributes of heat and light and subject 
to transformation. Need it be said that the relation of the 
tormentor and the tormented cannot be possible in the change- 
less Brahman which is one? 

Where will then this relation of the tormentor and the tor- 
mented exist? 


* Non-discrimination between the soul and thc intellect. Bondage arises 
from this error of identity, and liberation from a knowledge of their 
difference. Bondage and liberation really belong to the intellect; but just 
like the figurative ascription of victory and defeat of the army to the 
king, bondage and liberation are asserted abour the soul. 
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The answer is: Do you not see that the living body which 
stands as the object (of the act of scorching) is the tormented 
and the sun is the tormentor? 

Opponent : Torment means pain and that can affect a sentient 
being, but not the insentient body. Should affliction belong to 
the body, it will cease with the death of the body, so that no 
spiritual practice need be found out for the removal of that 
affliction. 

Vedantin : The answer is: A sentient being, when unassociated 
with a body, is not seen to suffer. Even you do not uphold the 
view that a change, called affliction, comes over the sentient 
being in its isolation; and the body and the sentient (soul) 
cannot get mixed up, since that would give rise to impurity 
etc. (in the soul). Nor do you admit that torment can torment 
itself. So even from your point of view how can there be a 
state where one becomes the tormentor and the other the 
tormented? 


Opponent: The attribute sattva is the tormented and the 
attribute vajas is the tormentor. 


Vedantin : No, since the sentient (soul) cannot enter into any 
combination with these two.?2 

Opponent : Since sentience conforms to (i.e. becomes reflected 
on) sattva, it seems to be afflicted. 

Vedantin: Then it comes to this that in reality it (1.e. the 
soul) is not afflicted at all, for you use the word “seems”. And if 
it is not afflicted, then the word “seems” is not misplaced. For 
if somebody says, “A (non-poisonous) dundubba (snake) is like 
a (poisonous) snake”, the dundubha does not thereby become 
poisonous; or if one says “A snake is like a dundubbha,” the snake 
does not thereby become non-poisonous. So it has to be under- 
stood that this state of one being the afflicted and the other the 
afflicter is a creation of ignorance; it does not exist in the truest 
sense. If such be your position, I too lose nothing. On the 
contrary if you understand that the sentient soul is afflicted in 


221f sattva and rajas be the afflicted and the afflicter, the soul need not 
strive for liberation. And this affliction cannot pass on to the soul by 
reason of its non-discrimination from the afflicted sattva, for the soul 
being unattached, cannot get attached to sattva etc. at all. 


IL. 1.11) BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 383 


a real sense, then since you uphold that the tormentor (rajas) 1s 
eternal, there will be all the less possibility of liberation from 
your side. 

Opponent: Although the power to afflict and the capacity of 
being afflicted be everlasting, still affliction being dependent on 
the contact coexisting with the cause,}* an absolute cessation of 
contact follows from the cessation of non-perception (tazas) 
which is the cause of the contact. Absolute liberation becomes 
a logical outcome of this. 

Vedantin : It cannot be so, since you hold that tamas, which 
is of the nature of non-perception, is eternal. And since there 
is no fixed rule about the appearance or disappearance of the 
gunas, the cessation of the cause (i.e. non-perception) of the 
contact (between Nature and soul) is not subject to any fixed 
law. Thus the separation between the two (soul and Nature) 
being also unpredictable the absence of liberation follows as an 
inevitable result of the Sarnkhya view itself. But from the Upa- 
nisadic point of view, one cannot doubt even in dream of there 
being no liberation, because here it is admitted that the Self is 
one, that the one cannot be both the subject and object, and that 
all the different modifications are mentioned in the Upanisad to 
be based on mere speech. Yet within the range of empirical 
experiences, the state of one being the tormentor and another 
the tormented is to be accepted for the time being just for what 
it is worth. And (since its eradication follows as a matter of 
course from right knowledge) it is not either an object to be 
questioned about or avoided (in the state of knowledge). 


Topic 2: VAIsEsIkKA OBJECTION REFUTED 


The theory of Pradhana as the cause of the universe has been 
demolished. Now it is the turn of the theory that the atoms are 
the cause. While on this task, we first meet the objection that 
can be fancied against the believers in Brahman by the believers 


“The “cause” is ignorance consisting in the non-perception of the 
distinction between Nature and soul; it is tamas. The “contact”—i.e. the 
union between Nature and soul, which means “the idea that the soul 
has the attributes of sattva, rajas, tamas”—coexists with that “non-percep- 
tion” or tamas. 
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in the atoms as the cause. In this matter the postulate of the 
Vaisesika (atomist) is that the qualities inhering in the causal 
substance reproduce in the substance, constituting the product, 
(a set of) new qualities of the same class; for a white cloth is 
seen to be born out of the white yarns, but the contrary is not in 
evidence. Hence if intelligent Brahman: be posited as the 
(material) cause of the universe, intelligence will inhere in it. 
But since this is not noticeable, intelligent Brahman cannot be 
the (material) cause of the universe. By following this line of 
argument of the atomists themselves, the aphorist shows that 
such a postulate is not invariably true: 


ACEMAAS BAU AVSHVAT Ne zit 


aT Rather aeq-ate-aq like the great and long (arising) @*4- 
qf<avserrearq from the short and inextensive. 


11. Rather (the universe may originate from Brahman) even 
as the great and long (triads etc.) originate from the short 
(dyad) or the inextensive (atom). 


This is their (i.e. Vaisesikas’) process of creation. (During 
dissolution) the (ultimate) atoms continue for some time in their 
rudimentary state without producing any effect, but suitably 
possessed of the respective qualities of colour etc. Then under 
the influence of the merits and demerits (adrsta—unseen poten- 
tial results of works) etc. of creatures aided by the conjunction 
(with one another) they begin creating all things starting from 
dyads; and the qualities of the causes produce new qualities in 
the effect. When two (ultimate) atoms create a dyad, the 
colours, viz white etc., inhering in the atoms, produce a new 
whiteness etc. in the dyad. But the special characteristic of the 
atoms, viz their inextension (i.e. atomicity) does not produce a 
new inextension; for it is postulated that a dyad comes to possess 
a new magnitude; for according to them a dyad is microscopic 
in size and has no length. When again two dyads produce a 
tetrad (combination of four atoms) the whiteness etc., inhering 
in the dyad, produce other whiteness etc. in a similar way. But 
the dyad-ness (i.e. microscopic size) and the lack of length, 
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though inhering in the dyads, do not produce their counter- 
parts; for their tenet is that a tetrad has an accretion of magni- 
tude (or greatness) and length. The same line of argument is 
to be followed éven if many atoms, or many dyads, or the atoms 
in combination with the dyads, produce an effect. Thus even 
as from the (ultimate) atoms, which are inextensive, arise dyads 
which are microscopic in size but have no length, and the triads 
which have both magnitude and length, or as from the micro- 
scopic and non-linear dyads are formed the triads having volume 
and length, but neither atomicity nor absence of length is 
reproduced, so also if the insentient universe emerges out of 
intelligent Brahman, what do you lose? 

You (the atomist) may, however, think thus: The resulting 
substance, a dyad for instance, is beset by an opposing magnitude, 
hence we do not admit that the atomicity etc. inherent in the 
cause (atom) produce any effect (in the dyad). But the universe 
is not beset by any other attribute, called insentience opposed to 
consciousness, owing to which the consciousness present in the 
cause (Brahman) could not produce another consciousness in 
the effect (universe). For there is no such (positive) attribute 
called unconsciousness (residing in the world) which is opposed 
tO consciousness, unconsciousness being only a negation of 
consciousness. Hence consciousness being dissimilar to atomicity 
etc., it (consciousness) should perforce reproduce another 
consciousness (in the universe). 

Vedantin: You should not think like that; for even as the 
atomicity etc., though present in the cause (atom), do not 
become the producers of atomicity etc., so also it can be in the 
case of consciousness. To this extent, both are on the same 
footing here. 

And it cannot be the case that atomicity etc. do not reproduce 
themselves because they are opposed by adverse magnitude; for 
the atomicity etc. can very well reproduce themselves before 
being opposed by any adverse magnitude (which has still to 
emerge), your view being that even when a thing is being pro- 
duced it remains momentarily without any quantity, before the 
qualities actually come into being. It cannot be said that atom- 
icity etc. become so very preoccupied with the production of 


25 
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other dimensions, that they do not reproduce the dimensions of 
their own class, it being understood by you that some things 
(e.g. duality) which are entirely different from these (atomicity 
etc.) produce the other dimensions. For the aphorisms of the 
Vaisesikas run as follows: “Magnitude is produced from the 
multiplicity of the causes, the magnitude of the cause, and the 
abundance (i.e. a particular combination) of the cause”!* (Vai. 
Sa. VII. i. 9); “But the atom is opposed to this’!> (Vai. Su 
VII. i. 10); “Hereby are explained length and shortness” (Vai. 
Si. VII. i. 17). It cannot be argued that owing to some peculiar 
disposition, multiplicity etc. alone of the causes are reproduced, 
but not so its atomicity etc., for when some other thing or 
quality is being produced, all the qualities of the cause are 
equally present (in the cause) through inherence. So it comes 
to this that just as atomicity does not reproducc itself in the 
effect, owing to its peculiar nature, so also can be the case with 
consciousness as well. This is how it is to be understood. And 
since it is noticed that entirely dissimilar things (and attributes) 
are produced from the combination of different things etc., 
there is no invariable rule that things (and attributes) of the same 
class alone are produced. 

Vaisesika: When a substance is under discussion, it is im- 
proper to cite the illustration of a quality. 

Vedantin : Not so, because the point sought to be emphasized 
by the illustration is merely the production of dissimilars. And 
there is no reason behind a rule that a substance must be illus- 
trated by a substance alone or a quality by a quality. For even 
your aphorist cited a quality for illustrating a substance in the 
aphorism: “Since a conjunction between the perceptible and 
the imperceptible is imperceptible, nothing can exist that is a 


“The magnitude of the triad follows from the multiplicity of the dyads; 
the magnitude of the pot follows from the magnitude of earth; and the 
volume of a large heap of cotton follows from the volume in the smaller 
heaps making it up. 

* The imperceptible atom is opposed to magnitude which is perceptible; 
multiplicity and volume are also absent from the dyad. The idea of 
duality, present in God’s mind resulting in relational judgment, is the 
cause of the duality in the dyad. 
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combination of the five elements” (Vai. Sa. IV. ii. 2). What is 
implied by the aphorist is this: Just as the quality, called con- 
junction, existing through the relation of inherence in the 
perceptible earth and the imperceptible space (when they 
combine), is not perceptible, similarly if the body inheres in 
(i.e. be a combination of) the perceptible and imperceptible 
five elements (as its material causes), it should not be perceived. 
But as a matter of fact the body is directly perceived. Hence 
it is not formed by the five elements. Here (in this illustration) 
conjunction is a quality and the body is a thing. 

Furthermore, it was elaborated under the aphorism, “But it is 
seen” (B. S. IL. 1. 6) that the effect can be dissimilar (to the 
cause). 

Opponent: If that be so, the present topic was anticipated 
there itself. 

Vedantin: We say no, for that was an argument against the 
Samkhyas, whereas this is against the Vaisesikas. 

Opponent: Was not an extension of those arguments made 
to other systems as well under the aphorism, “Hereby are 
explained all the theories that are not accepted by the 
wise” (II. 1. 12), the reasons being the same in both the cases? 

Vedantin: That is true. Still at the commencement of the 
scrutiny of the Vaisesika system, those very reasons are elab- 
orated here with the help of illustrations accepted by themselves. 


Topic 3: ATOMS NOT THE CAUSE OF UNIVERSE 


SAATISG A PATAATATT: 122M! 


aft saqat Even from either point of view 4 #4 no action 
(is possible) AT: hence Aq-AATa: (there is) absence of that. 


12. (Whether adrsta leads the atoms or conjunction helps 
them), in either case no action 1s possible, and hence there can 
be no creation or dissolution. 


Now the doctrine that the ultimate atoms are the causes of 
the universe is being demolished. That doctrine originates thus: 
In common experience it is seen that such things as cloth etc., 
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which are possessed of parts, are produced from such things as 
yarns etc. in which they inhere and which are helped by the 
quality of conjunction. On the analogy of this, it is known that 
all things that are composed of parts are produced from those 
respective things in which they inhere and which are helped by 
the quality of conjunction. The (ultimate) atom is the culmina- 
tion of minuteness where this division between the whole and 
Its parts ceases. Again, this whole universe consisting of hills, 
seas, etc., is a composite thing, and being composite, it has a 
beginning and an end. An effect is not produced without a 
cause. So the ultimate atoms are the cause of the universe. This 
is what Kanada (father of the Vaisesika theory) implies. Now 
from noticing these four elements—earth, water, fire, and air— 
to have parts, the ultimate atoms are imagined to be of four 
kinds. Since the ultimate atoms stand at the furthest limit of 
minuteness, so that there can be no division beyond them, there- 
fore earth etc. in the course of destruction reach the ultimate 
atoms as the culmination of their disintegration. That is the time 
of dissolution. After that at the time of creation, some action 
starts in the ultimate atoms of air under the influence of adrsta 
(unseen potential fruits of works of creatures). That action unites 
the atom, on which it occurs, with another atom. From that com- 
bination originates air through a gradual process starting with (the 
production of) dyads. Thus also originate fire, water, and earth, 
and thus the body together with the sense-organs. In this way, 
this whole universe originates from the atoms. And from the 
(qualities of) colour etc. inherent in the atoms, the colour etc. 
of the dyads etc. are produced just as it occurs in the case of 
the yarns and cloth. This is how the Vaiésesikas think. 

With regard to this we say: It has to be admitted that the 
combination of the atoms, existing in their isolation is contin- 
gent on action, since the yarns are seen to combine when they 
are being acted upon (by others). And since action is an effect, 
some cause for it has to be assumed. If such a cause be not 
admitted, then in the absence of any cause, no initial action will 
be possible in the atoms. And even if a cause be admitted, it 
must be accepted in conformity with common experience to be 
something like effort, impact, etc. But since these are impossible 


II. ii. 12] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 389 


(during the state of dissolution), no initial action will take place 
in the atoms. For in that state, no effort, which (according to 
the atomist) is a quality of the soul, can be possible in the 
absence of a body; for effort springs up as a quality of the soul 
when a contact between the mind and the soul takes place in 
the mind having the body as its seat. By the same reason, all 
ordinarily cognized causes like impact etc.?® are to be rejected; 
for all these come after creation, and hence cannot be the causes 
of the initial action (in atoms). 

Again, if it be maintained that adrsta is the cause of the initia] 
movement, then in what does it inhere—in the soul or the 
atoms? In either case the first movement in the atom cannot 
possibly result from adrsta, since adrsta is insentient. For in the 
course of examining the Sarhkhya point of view it was said that 
an insentient thing by itself neither acts nor makes anything else 
act unless it is presided over by some sentient being. As for the 
soul, its (quality of) consciousness does not emerge in that 
state (according to the VaiSesika), so that it is insentient; hence 
even if adrsta be admitted to inhere in the soul, it cannot be 
the cause of action in the atom, for adrsta has no connection 
with the atom. 

Opponent: The soul possessing the adrsta is in conjunction 
with the atoms. 

Vedantin: Then from a constancy of that conjunction, the 
predicament will arise of action becoming constant; for nothing 
else exists to put a check. Thus from the absence of any well- 
determined cause of action, the initial action cannot occur in 
the atoms. And because of the absence of any action, any con- 
junction that depends on such an action will be impossible. In 
the absence of conjunction, dyads and other products coming 
out of conjunction will have no existence. 

Again, when an atom comes into conjunction with another, 
does it do so wholly or in some part? If the conjunction occurs 
wholly, then there will be no increase in magnitude,!* so that 
the result will be a mere atom. Besides, this leads to contradic- 


7 Impulsion, weight, acceleration, elasticity, etc. 
“The incoming atom will be wholly absorbed in the one in situ, so 
that no additional space will be covered by the two. 


390 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [IL ai. 12 


tion of common experience, for a thing having dimensions is seen 
to combine with another having them. Should (on the other 
hand) the ultimate atom combine through some art, it will 
result in making the atom a composite thing (thus demolishing 
the atomists’ theory). 

Opponent: The ultimate atoms may have imaginary parts. 

Vedantin : Since imaginary things are unreal, the conjunction 
will surely be unreal, and hence it will not become the non- 
inherent (asamiavayin) cause of the thing produced. In the 
absence of the non-inherent cause (viz conjunction), such 
products as the dyads etc. will not come into being. As in the 
first creation the atoms cannot possess any action for producing 
conjunction; there being no cause for that action, similarly on. 
the eve of:the cosmic dissolution the atoms will have no action 
for causing their separation; for even then, no well-determined 
cause can be noticed to make them act. As for adrsta, it is meant 
for producing experience (of happiness and sorrow) and not 
dissolution. Hence in the absence of any cause, the atoms can 
have action neither for bringing about their conjunction nor 
disjunction. This absence of conjunction and disjunction will 
lead to an absence of creation and dissolution. Therefore this 
theory of the atoms as the cause stands discredited. 


Ways Beneraeras: 19311 


4 And Waa-TAOTATT on account of assuming inherence 
(creation and dissolution become impossible), 474feat: because 
of infinite regress @TAMq arising from a parity of reasoning. 


13. And (there can be no creation or dissolution) by reason 
of assuming inberence, for this leads to an infinite regress on a 
parity of reasoning. 


The portion “And by reason of assuming inherence” is to be 
connected with “there can be no creation or dissolution” (in the 
previous aphorism) which was meant for refuting the theory of 
the atoms as the cause of the universe, which is the topic under 
discussion. Your (VaiSesika’s) theory is that the dyad, originat- 
ing from two atoms, becomes entirely dissimilar to these two, 
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and it inheres in both of them. But one accepting such a view 
cannot substantiate the theory of the atoms as the cause. 

Why? 

Because “‘this leads to an infinite regress on a parity of reason- 
ing”. Just as the dyad, though absolutely dissimilar to the two 
atoms, becomes connected with them through the relationship 
of inhcrence, so also inherence itself, which is absolutely 
different from the inhering things, should be connected with 
the inhering things through a separate relationship of the nature 
of inherence, since the fact of similarity of absolute difference 
exists here as well. And from this it follows that for those 
successive relationships, other relationships of inherence have to 
be imagined. In this way the door is laid open for an infinite 
regress. 

Opponent: Inherence is an everlasting relationship that is 
actually grasped through the idea of “here” along with the 
things inhering. It is not perceived in its isolation (apart from 
the related objects) or through some other relationship, hence 
no other relation need be sought for it; so there can be no 
possibility of infinite regress. 

Vedantin: The answer is, no; for in that case conjunction 
also can be an everlasting relationship between the things con- 
joined, so that no other relationship like inherence need be 
sought for it. If now it be said that conjunction is different 
(from the things conjoined), so that it has to be related through 
another relationship, then inherence also must need some other 
relationship, since it too is different (from the things inhering). 
And it is not reasonable to assert that conjunction has need of 
some other relationship, it being a quality, whereas inherence 
has no such need, since it is not a quality; for in either case the 
need determining such a relationship is the same. The technical 
terminology (of the Vaisesikas) dubbing conjunction as a 
quality (and inherence as a relationship) has no bearing in the 
matter of determining this need.18 So far as those who consider 
inherence aS a separate category are concerned, an infinite 


** Conjunction is as much dissimilar to the things conjoined as inherence 
is to the things inhering, hence both must be classed together. 
There can be no such rule that whatever subsists on a substance 
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regress is inevitable. And when this infinite regress becomes a 
possibility, and when the whole series of successive relationship 
of inherence fails on the failure of any one relationship in that 
series being proved to be ultimate, a dyad cannot arise out of 
two atoms. For this reason also the theory of the atoms as the 
cause is untenable. 


facaata A ANT evil 


@ Furthermore, Wal owing to persistence fatay TT eter- 
nally. 


14. (The atomic theory is inadmissible) for the further reason 
of (activity etc.) persisting eternally. 


Again, the atoms have to be accepted as naturally active, 
inactive, both active and inactive, or neither active nor inactive; 
for no other alternative is possible. But all the four alternatives 
are inadmissible. If the atoms be naturally active, it will lead to 
the possibility of ruling out dissolution altogether, for activity 
will persist eternally. If the atoms be naturally inactive, it will 
lead to the possibility of ruling out creation altogether, for 
inactivity will persist eternally. And they cannot naturally have 
both activity and inactivity, for that is irreconcilable owing to 
contradiction. If they have neither activity nor inactivity, by 
nature, then one will have to admit that these two originate 
from some cause; but then if such causes as adrsta be ever at 
hand, it will lead to constant activity; and if they are not under 
the guidance of adrsta etc., it will lead to constant inactivity. 
For this reason also the theory that the atoms are the cause is 
unjustifiable. 


euifancara fara sara 24 


@ And ®84-9tf-ataIq owing to possession of colour etc. 
faqga: a reversal will occur lq for this accords with ex- 
perience. 


must be a quality like colour etc., for action etc. also exist on substances. 
And if, owing to the denial of inherence in the case of conjunction, 
the latter ceases to be a quality, the Vedantin loses nothing thereby. 


II. 11. 15] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 393 


15. And on account of the possession of colour etc. there 
will be a reversal (of the nature of the atoms), for this accords 
with experience. 


The VaiSesika asserts that the ultimate atoms stand at the last 
limit of a process of breaking up of composite things till there 
can be no further division, that these atoms are of four kinds, 
possessed of colour etc., that they are the constituents of the 
four elements and the modifications of the elements endowed 
with the qualities of colour etc., and that they are eternal. That 
tenet of theirs is haseless. For by virtue of possessing colour etc. 
the atomicity and everlastingness of the atoms stand contra- 
dicted; that is to say, the atoms become grosser and less eternal 
than (what) the ultimate cause (should be), a position that 1s 
the opposite of what the atomists intend. 

Why so? 

For thus it is seen in the world. Anything that is possessed 
of colour etc. in this world is seen to be grosser and less perma- 
nent than its cause; for instance a cloth is grosser and less per- 
manent than its yarns; and the yarns are grosser and less 
permanent than the fibres. Similarly, as these ultimate atoms are 
admitted by them to have colour etc., they too have some cause 
in comparison with which they will be grosser and less perma- 
nent. If this be the case, the grounds of eternality shown by 
them in (the aphorism), “Anything that has existence and is 
unproduced is eternal” (Vai. Si. TV. i. 1) would not apply to 
the ultimate atoms, for on account of the reason shown above 
the atoms also should have some cause. As for the second ground 
of eternality stated by them in, “And (atoms are eternal, for 
on that assumption alone) there can be a specific denial about 
an effect by saying, ‘It is impermanent’’”?® (Vai. Sa. IV. i. 4), 
that also does not prove the permanence of the atoms as a 
matter of necessity. For while it is true that unless there is some- 
thing eternal, the negative (7a) cannot form a compound term 


*'The denial of permanence in the product by saying, “This product 
is impermanent”, would not be possible if the causes, the ultimate atoms, 
were also impermanent; for existence and non-existence are correlative 
terms. 


394 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA (10. 11. 15 


with eternality (to mean non-eternality), vet on such a ground 
it cannot be asserted that the compound term (anitya—non- 
eternal) has to depend (for its meaning) on the eternality of 
the ultimate atoms alone; for as a matter of fact, the eternal 
Brahman is already available as the supreme cause. Moreover, 
it is not a fact that the existence of anything becomes established 
merely because a certain word signifying a certain thing is in 
common use.?° Rather it is only when words and ideas become 
established to be true with the help of other valid means of 
proof (viz perception, inference, etc.) that they find vogue in 
common usage. The third ground of eternality is stated in, “And 
want of knowledge” (Vai. Sa. IV. i. 5). Now if this aphorism 
be explained to mean, “Eternality is also deducible from “Want 
of knowledge’ consisting in not knowing through direct percep- 
tion any cause of those existing causes whose effects are fully 
in view”, then the dyad also will become eternal.?} 

Now if the qualifying term “not having any substance as the 
cause” be added after “cause” (in the previous explanation),?2 
still eternality will be determined by the absence of a cause; 
but then that was stated earlier (Vai. Su. IV. i. 1) and it will 
involve a repetition to restate it in the aphorism, “And want of 
knowledge”. Again, if the explanation be this, “The eternality of 
the cause is determined by the ‘Want of knowledge’, consisting 
in the impossibility of there being any other third cause of 
destruction, apart from the destruction of the non-inherent 
cause and the destruction of the inherent causes’’,22 then we 


For otherwise a ghost spoken of as residing in a tree would become 
true. 

“For the causes of the dyad, viz two ultimate atoms, also are imper- 
ceptible; and imperceptibility of the cause is adduced by you as a ground 
for the eternality of the effect. 

= The explanation now will be, “Want of knowledge, consisting in not 
knowing any substance as the cause of those causes whose effects” etc. 
The atoms being known as the causes of the dyads, the dyads will not 
become eternal. 

**A cloth is destroyed by the destruction of its non-inherent cause, 
viZ conjunction among yarns, or by the destruction of its inherent cause, 
viz the yarns. Both these causes are impossible for an ultimate atom which 
has no parts. Hence it is eternal. 
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say that there is no such rule (as propounded by you) that a 
thing undergoing destruction must be destroyed in either of 
the two ways only. This could be so only on the supposition 
that whenever a new thing is produced, it is produced by many 
things helped by their conjunction. When, however, it is admit- 
ted that a common cause (e.g. earth, gold, etc.), considered in 
itself as devoid of the peculiarities (present in the products), 
becomes the originator of something else by getting transformed 
into another distinct state, then the destruction may follow from 
the cessation of the particular state as in the case of the melting 
away of the solidified clarified butter. Hence on account of 
the possession of colour etc. the ultimate atoms will stand 
opposed to what they are postulated to be. From this point of 
view also the atomic theory is inadmissible. 


SATA FJ STITT El 


4 And @Wq{ on account of defec€ TATA from either point 
of view. 


16. And (the atomic theory is untenable) because it is 
defective from either point of view. 


Earth is gross and is possessed of the qualities of smell, taste, 
colour, and touch; water is fine and possessed of the qualities 
of colour, taste, and touch; fire is finer and is possessed of 
colour and touch; and the finest is air possessed of touch. Thus 
it is seen in this world that these four elements have (an increas- 
ingly) greater or lesser number of the qualities and are com- 
paratively gross, fine, finer, and finest. Should the ultimate 
atoms also be considered likewise to be possessed of qualities in 
a comparatively greater or less degree, or should they not? In 
either case they will inevitably be open to defects. For instance, 
if it be thought that they have an abundance or paucity of 
qualities, those atoms that have an abundance will have an 
augmentation of grossness, so that they will cease to be the 
ultimate atoms. And it cannot be said that qualities can increase 
even without having an augmentation of grossness, for in the 
gross products of the elements it is seen that an accretion of 


396 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (II. 11. 16 


attributes is followed by an increase in grossness. If, however, 
no comparative abundance or paucity of qualities be thought 
of and for establishing a parity among the atoms it is considered 
that each of the atoms possesses a single quality, then there will 
be no perception of touch in fire, no colour and touch in water, 
and no taste, colour, and touch in earth, for the qualities in 
the products orignate from the qualities of the causes. Again, 
if all the ultimate atoms be assumed to be possessed of four 
qualities, then smell should be perceived even in water, smell 
and taste in fire, and smell, colour, and taste in air. But this does 
not conform to experience. For this reason also the atomic 
theory is illogical. 


ATRASTARAATAAAT 12911 


aafw@erd On account of non-acceptance 4 as well AaTA 


absolute AAMAT non-reliance. 


17. This (theory of atom as the cause) is to be entirely 
ignored, since it is not accepted (by the worthy). 


The theory of Pradhana as the cause is partially incorporated 
in their writings even by some Vedic scholars like Manu on 
the ground of its being helpful in establishing such views as the 
pre-existence of the effect in the cause, (the non-attachment of 
the soul, its sentience), etc. But this atomic theory is not adopt- 
ed even in the least by any worthy person. Hence it is to be 
wholly discarded by the followers of the Vedas. Moreover, the 
Vaisesikas admit, as the subject-matter of their scriptures, six 
categories, viz substance, quality, action, class, distinction, and 
inherence which differ entirely from one another and which 
are possessed of dissimilar characteristics, like man, horse, and 
hare. Having defined them to be so, they admit contrary to 
their own theory, that the other categories are dependent on 
substance. But that is untenable. 

How? 

Just as it is seen in the world that among a hare, Kufa grass, 
and a Palasa tree, which live by maintaining their absolute dis- 
tinctness, there can be no subjection of the rest to any one of 
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them, similarly qualities and the rest, should not be dependent 
on substance, since substance and the rest are entirely different. 
Again if quality and the rest be dependent on substance, then 
since they exist when a substance is there, and cease to exist 
when the substance is not, it would amount to this that the 
substance alone becomes the content of various words and ideas 
in accordance with differences in its own forms, conditions, etc., 
even as the same Devadatta comes to be known through many 
words and ideas (like father, brother, son, kind, learned, etc.) 
owing to the differences in his states and circumstances. But in 
that case there will be the possibility of the Sarnkhya theory 
cropping up and your own theory being stultified. 

Atomist: Is it not a fact that smoke, though different from 
fire, is seen to depend on fire? 

Vedantin: True, it is seen. But precisely because a difference 
between them is perceived, it is concluded that smoke and fire 
are different. But in the case under discussion, the substance 
itself being known as possessed of the respective attributes in 
such perceptions as, “a white blanket’, “a red cow”, “a blue 
lotus”, and so on, there can be no such perception of difference 
between a substance and a quality as between fire and smoke. 
Hence the quality is one with the substance. Hereby is explained 
how action, class, distinction, and inherence are also one with 
the substance. 

If it be argued that the dependence of a quality on its sub- 
stance follows from the fact of their inseparability, then does 
that inseparableness consist in not having different loci, or 
different times, or incompatible nature? But none of these 
alternatives can be justified. If their inseparableness consists in 
not being present in different places, then your own position 
wil be reversed. 

How? 

For according to you, a piece of cloth produced from yarns 
exists in the yarns and not in a distinct place of its own; but 
the quality of the cloth, viz whiteness etc., are admitted to exist 
in the place occupied by the cloth and not in that occupied by 
the yarns. For this is what the atomists assert: ‘Substances 
produce other substances, and qualities other qualities” (Vai. 
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Si. I. i. 10). The yarns which are the material substance, give 
birth to the cloth as their product; and the qualities of whiteness 
and the rest, existing in the yarns, generate similar other qualities 
—whiteness and the rest in the product, the cloth. This is what 
they postulate. That postulate will be contradicted if substance 
and quality have to remain in the same locus. If inseparability be 
held to be non-existence in different times, then inseparableness 
will belong even to the right and left horns of a cow.?* Simi- 
larly if inseparableness means want of incompatibility of natures, 
then substance and quality can have no difference in essence; 
for a quality is apprehended in identity with the substance. And 
their theory that the relation between two things artificially 
combined is conjunction, but the relation between two naturally 
inseparable categories is inherence is false; for the cause existing 
even before the effect cannot logically have any inseparability 
from the effect. It may, however, be maintained that this pro- 
position means that one of the two factors involved in insepa- 
rableness, viz the effect which is inseparable from the cause, 
becomes related to the cause through inherence. Even so, the 
effect which has no pre-existence and has not emerged into 
being, can have no relation with the cause, since a relationship 
is dependent on two factors. 

Atomist: The effect becomes related after emerging into 
being. 

Vedantin : In that case, if the effect be admitted to have any 
existence before being related with the cause, then the statement, 
“The cause and effect can have neither conjunction nor dis- 
junction, for that would lead to an absence of inseparable con- 
nection” (Vai. Sa. VIII. ii. 13), will be difficult to maintain. 
Moreover, just as it is held by you that a product, at the first 
moment of its emergence, has no action and it remains related 
to other all-pervasive substances like space through the relation- 
ship of conjunction, but not inherence, so also the relationship 
between that entity and its material cause would be conjunc- 
tion itself and not inherence. Besides, there is no proof that the 
relationship of either conjunction or inherence has any existence 
apart from the related factors. 

* They are related through inherence having been born simultaneously. 
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Atomist: Conjunction and inherence must have separate 
existence since words and ideas expressive of the relationships 
of conjunction and inherence exist apart from the words and 
ideas expressing the things so related. 

Vedantin: This cannot be so, since even when there is but 
a single entity, it may give rise to many words and ideas from 
the individual and relative points of view. As for instance, 
Devadatta is one; but in the world he may be the object of 
many words and ideas, such as a man, a Brahmana, well versed 
in the Vedas, generous, boyish, youthful, old, a father, a son, a 
grandson, a brother, a son-in-law, and so on, from his personal 
and relative points of view; or as a digit (or line) though one, 
may have different words and values to express it, such as one, 
ten, hundred, thousand, and so on in accordance with the posi- 
tion to which it is shifted. Similarly the related things themselves 
come to be associated with such words and ideas as conjunction 
and inherence, rather than with the words and ideas denoting 
the two related things themselves; but this does not occur 
because of the existence of some distinct categories (like the 
relationships of conjunction and inherence). Accordingly, from 
the fact of the non-perception of some other categories (viz 
such relationships as conjunction and inherence), which are 
inferred to exist (from a supposition of their perception apart 
from the related things), it follows that those other things (viz 
relationships) do not exist (independently). 

Atomist : If words and ideas standing for relationships denote 
merely the things related, then those words and ideas standing 
for relationships will persist for ever (that is to say, words and 
ideas expressing relationships will be present whenever the things 
related exist). 

Vedantin : This objection cannot be raised, for it was explained 
earlier that words and ideas are used from the individual and 
relative points of view. 

Moreover, atoms, souls, and minds cannot have any conjunc- 
tion, since they are without parts; for it is seen that substances 
having parts come in contact with other substances having parts. 

Atomist: ‘The atoms, souls, and minds can have imaginary 
parts. 
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Vedantin : No, for if one can resort to imagining the existence 
of things that do not exist, then anything can be proved to 
exist; and there is no restriction to the effect that such and such. 
non-existing things alone, and nothing else, are to be imagined 
to exist irrespective of whether they be contradictory or not. 
Besides, imagination is its own master and it can well be prolific. 
Moreover, there is no such overriding reason that apart from 
the six categories imagined by the VaiSesikas, other categories, 
greater in number—say a hundred or a thousand—are not to be 
imagined. Accordingly, anything that anyone likes will stand 
established. Some kind-hearted man may wish that creatures 
may never have this round of birth and death, full of misery 
as it is; while some hedonist may imagine that the liberated 
souls should be born again. Who can debar either of them? 
Moreover, a dyad, which has parts, cannot come into intimate 
contact (or cohesion) with two partless ultimate atoms, just as 
much as it can have no intimate contact with space. For earth 
etc. and space do not come into intimate contact like wood 
and lac. 

Atomist : Since the relationship of the container and the thing 
contained, subsisting between the two substances, viz the effect 
and the cause, cannot be justified in any other way, inherence 
has to be posited as a matter of course. 

Vedantin: No, for that leads to the fallacy of mutual inter- 
dependence (logical seesaw), inasmuch as the relationship of 
the container and the thing contained (or abode and the abider 
subsisting between the cause and the effect as propounded by 
you) can be established only after the cause and effect are 
proved to be different, and their difference can be established 
on the establishment of their relationship of being the container 
and the thing contained, just as in the case of a basin and the 
jujube?® in it (which mutually distinguish each other). Thus 
ensues the fallacy of mutual interdependence (involving an 
argument in a circle). Not that any difference or any relation- 
ship of the container and the thing contained is admitted 


*Or “The bowl and the berry tree (near it)” where the two things 
determine each other’s position. 
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between the cause and the effect by the followers of Vedanta, 
for their position is that the effect is a peculiar condition of 
the cause itself. 

There is this additional argument. As the ultimate atoms are 
limited in size, they must have as many surfaces (or parts) as 
there are directions—be they six, eight, or ten; and having parts, 
they will be impermanent. Thus the view that they are perma- 
nent and partless will be nullified. 

Atomist: The very parts, that you assume to be defined by 
the different directions, are exactly the so many atoms admitted 
by me. 

Vedantin: Not so, for all things are subject to destruction 
through a process of change from the gross to the fine, till they 
reach the ultimate cause (which must be Brahman). For instance, 
earth, which, though a substance, gets destroyed, it being the 
grossest in comparison with the dyads etc.; then the subtle 
substances that belong to the same class as earth, but are subtler 
than earth, get destroyed; then the dyad disintegrates; so also 
the ultimate atoms too will disintegrate, since they belong to 
the same class as earth. 

Atomust: Even while getting destroyed, they disintegrate 
merely through a process of being divided into their parts; (but 
ultimate atoms do not disintegrate, since they are partless). 

Vedantin : That creates no difficulty, for we said that destruc- 
tion may take the form of the cessation of solidity, as in the 
case of a lump of clarified butter (ghee). Just as in the cases of 
ghee or gold, though there is no destruction of their parts, still 
a destruction of their solidity may take place on becoming 
liquefied by coming in contact with fire, even so in the case 
of the ultimate atoms there may be a destruction of grossness 
etc. by their reversion to the ultimate cause. Similarly an effect 
is not, produced merely by a conjunction of parts; for milk, 
water, etc. are seen to turn into curd, ice, etc. even without 
the addition of parts. Thus since this doctrine of the atoms as 
the cause is based on such comparatively hollow grounds, since 
it runs counter to the Vedic texts holding forth God as the 
cause, and since it is not accepted by such worthy persons as 
Manu and others who abide by the Vedas, therefore it is to be 

26 
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entirely ignored. “Ignored by all respectable persons aspiring 
for the highest good”—this much has to be supplied at the 
end (of the aphorism). 


Topic 4: REFUTATION OF BuppHIsT REALISTs 


It has been said that the doctrine of the Vaisesika is not to 
be relied on since it is bolstered up by bad logic, it goes against 
the Vedas, and it is not accepted by the worthy people. This is 
semi-nihilistic having an affinity with nihilism; and hence we 
now proceed to show that the conclusions of the full nihilist 
are to be ignored all the more.?¢ That nihilism, again, takes 
various forms in accordance with the doctrinal difference (in 
the presentation by one who explains) or the mental calibre of 
those who are taught. Among them there are three schools: 
some are Sarvastitvavadins (divided into the Sautrantikas and 
Vaibhasikas, believing respectively in the inferential and percep- 
tual existence of all things); some are Vijianavadins (or 
Yogicaras, believing in the existence of consciousness or ideas 
alone); while others are SarvaSinyavadins (or Madhyamikas, 
denying the existence of everything), (i.e. they are realists, 
idealists, and nihilists respectively). Now we first refute those 
Sarvastitvavadins who admit both external things, viz the ele- 
ments and elementals, and the internal things, viz the citta and 
caittas. Of these the elements are earth and other materials. 
The elementals are colour etc. and organs of sight etc. The 
four kinds of atoms of earth etc. which have the characteristics 
of solidity, fluidity, heat, and motion, get massed together in 
the form of (gross) earth etc. This is how they think. So also 
there are the five skandhas, (groups), viz the group of colour 
(consisting of the sense-organs and their objects), the group of 
egoism (dleya-vijnana—rousing constantly the idea of “I’’); the 
group of feelings (of happiness etc.), the group of conceptual 
knowledge (such as “this is a cow” and so on), and the group 


* The Vaisesika thinks some things are permanent while others get 
destroyed and vanish into nothing. This partial nihilism being unaccept- 
able, full nihilism is unacceptable all the more. 
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of attitudes (of liking, disliking, delusion, merit, demerit).?7 
These also combine to form the basis of all internal dealings. 
This is how they think. 

With regard to this, we say: 


aa saaeqasty aanfa: esi 


aft Even agar in (the supposed) combination gaq-gq% 
arising from either of the causes aq-atatfa: that (combination) 
will not be achieved. 


18. Even if the integration be supposed to arise from either 
of the causes, that will not be achieved. 


From either point of view “that will not be achieved”, there 
will not emerge any combination (or integration) that is sup- 
posed by others to have these two kinds of causes and to be of 
those two kinds. Even if the combination be supposed to arise 
from either of the two sets of causes, that will not materialize, 
that is to say, no combination will result—be it either a combina- 
tion of the elements and the elementals arising from the atoms, 
or a combination of the five groups of things arising from those 
groups. 

Why? 

Because the components of such a combination are insentient 
and because consciousness can flash (from a contact between 
sense-organs and objects) only if a combination of things 
(forming the body etc.) is already there, and because no other 
steady and independent entity is admitted which is sentient, an 
experiencer, and a ruler, and which can bring about the combi- 
nation. If impulsion to activity be postulated for them indepen- 
dently of any agent, then there will be the possibility of such 
impulsion continuing interminably.** Again, since currents (of 
ego-consciousness) cannot be determined to be either different 
or non-different (from the individual forms of consciousness 
constituting the current), and since everything (including the 


Of these, egoism is called citta, and the other four groups go by the 
name of caittas. 
So there will be no liberation. 
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current) is supposed to be momentary, there can be no activity 
(in this momentary current), and hence no impulsion (apart 
from its own birth). Therefore a combination cannot emerge, 
and in the absence of combination, all mundane existence 
dependent on it will be nullified. 


saaecaacatata aalcafararafafracang eet 


qaqt-gae-neaaeqrq On account of being the cause of one 
another, (a combination will be possible) ef wa if this be the 


position, q it cannot be vyeafa-ara-fafacarg for (each 1s 
merely the cause of the origin (of another just succeeding). 


19. If it be argued that a combination becomes possible since 
(nescience and the rest) can be the causes of one another (in a 
successive series), then we say, no, (for nescience etc.) can 
each merely be the cause of origin of another just succeeding. 


Buddhist : Even if no sentient and steady experiencer or ruler 
be admitted as the agent bringing about the combination, still 
the transmigratory existence will be possible, since nescience 
and the rest are the causes of one another; and if the trans- 
migratory existence becomes a possibility, there remains no need 
for depending on anything else. Those nescience etc. are: 
nescience (the idea of permanence with regard to things momen- 
tary), attitudes (attachment, detachment, and delusion arising 
from that false knowledge), ego-consciousness, name (i.e. the 
four elements depending on names), form (or colour), the six 
sense-organs (having egoism, four elements, and form as their 
habitations), touch (contact among name, form, and senses), 
sensation, thirst (for objects), impulsion (caused by that thirst), 
merit etc. (which are the sources of birth), birth (of the body), 
maturity (of the groups coming into being), death, sorrow, 
wailing, pain, misery, etc. (i.e. evils like honour, dishonour, etc.) 
—these and others of the same class which are sometimes indi- 
cated briefly or sometimes stated elaborately in the books of 
the Buddhists. These categories cannot be denied by other 
schools as well. So may it not be that when these nescience and 
the rest go on revolving for ever like (the cups in) a Persian 
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wheel, as the cause and effect of one another, a combination of 
things, emerging out of the force of circumstances, becomes a 
possibility? 

Vedantin: That cannot be so. 

Why? 

Because they are merely the causes of the origination (of 
one another). A combination may be possible if any cause for 
the combination can be ascertained; but as a fact, it cannot be 
ascertained. For although nescience etc. be the causes of one 
another, the earlier ones will merely give rise to the later ones. 
That may well be so; but nothing can possibly become the 
source of a combination. 

Buddhist: Did we not mention earlier that nescience and the 
rest (revolving in order) lead to the assumption of the existence 
of a combination by implication? 

Vedantin : To this we say: If your idea is that since nescience 
etc. cannot emerge unless there is a combination (in the form of 
a body), therefore they, as a matter of course, imply its exist- 
ence, then you have still to tell me the cause of that combina- 
tion. But in the course of examining the Vaisesika theory we 
said that this is not possible even on the assumption of perma- 
Ment atoms and experiencing souls which can sustain the 
acquired merits; and can this be possible here, my dear friend, 
simply by assuming momentary atoms which have no experi- 
encers and which are not related with everything by way of 
being the abider and the abode (or the benefited and the bene- 
factor)??® On the other hand, if this be your idea that nescience. 
and the rest themselves constitute the source of combination, 
then how can they be the source of that combination when 
they themselves have to emerge into being by depending on 
that combination? Or if you think that the combinations them- 
selves recur constantly like a current in this beginningless 
world, and nescience etc. are sustained by them, even then, 
when one combination emerges out of another, it will be either 
regularly similar or irregularly similar or dissimilar. If regularity 


” Or according to a different reading, “experiencer and accomplisher of 
combination”, 
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be admitted, then a human body can have no possibility of 
being transformed into divine, animal, or hellish bodies. And if 
irregularity be admitted, then a human body may at times turn 
momentarily into an elephant, and then be transformed again 
into a godly or human form. But either point of view goes 
against your own position. Moreover, your theory is that there 
is nO permanent experiencer for whose experience the combina- 
tion (i.e. body) should come into being. That means that an 
experience occurs merely for the sake of experience, and there 
need be none else to desire it. Similarly liberation will occur for 
its own sake, and so there need be none else to want liberation. 
Were there somebody else who could desire these, then he 
would be present both during the times of experience and 
liberation. And if he does so, the doctrine of momentariness will 
be negated. So even if nescience etc. be the sources of the 
emergence of one another, let them be so; still no integration 
(into a body) will be achieved thereby, for there is none to 
experience. This is the idea. 


TACs FA Ta frctearg Roll 


aq And qa-frcrary because the earlier one gets obliterated 
Sat-seqra when the succeeding one originates. 


20. And because the earlier is negated when the later emerges, 
(therefore nescience and the rest cannot each be the cause of 
the next in the series). 


It has been stated that since nescience etc. are merely the 
causes for the origin of one another (successively), the forma- 
tion of an aggregation cannot be achieved. But now it is being 
shown that even this assumption of being the cause of origin 
is not tenable. The postulate of those who swear by momentari- 
ness is that with the emergence of the entity of the succeeding 
moment, the entity of the earlier moment is obliterated. But one 
who postulates like this cannot establish any relationship of 
cause and effect between the two entities of preceding and 
succeeding moments. For the entity of the preceding moment 
that is getting obliterated or is already obliterated is involved in 
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non-existence, and as such it cannot reasonably be the cause of 
the entity of the next moment. If, however, the idea be that 
the entity of the earlier moment becomes the cause of the next 
when the former has actually emerged into being and is in a 
state of positive existence, still it cannot become the cause of 
the entity of the next moment; for if any operative activity be 
assumed for a thing that has come into existence at an earlier 
moment, then the contingency will arise of its becoming asso- 
ciated with a subsequent moment (when the activity occurs). 
Again, if it be held that its operative activity (i.e. causality) 
consists in its mere presence, still this is unjustifiable; for no 
effect can emerge that is not transfused with the essence of the 
material cause. If, however, it be assumed that the essence of 
the cause persists in the effect, then you will be forced to give 
up the theory of momentariness owing to the presence of the 
essence of the material cause during the (succeeding) time that 
the effect lasts. If causality be admitted even without any trans- 
fusion of the effect by the essence of the cause, then it can be 
had anywhere; and so this will lead to the predicament of an 
unwarrantedly wide application (i.e. this causality of anything 
may be assumed anywhere). 

Moreover, origination and annihilation must be the very 
nature of things, or some states of them, or some new things. 
None of these alternatives can be reasonably upheld. If origina- 
tion and annihilation be the same as the very nature of a thing, 
then the word “thing” and the terms “origination and annithuila- 
tion” will become synonymous. If, however, you think that 
there is some distinction and that by the terms origination and 
annihilation are meant the first and last states of a thing which is 
itself in a state intermediate between the two, even then the 
theory of momentarincss will be destroyed, since the thing will 
get related to three moments—the first, the intermediate, and 
the last. Again, if origination and annihilation be absolutely 
disconnected with the thing like a horse and a buffalo, then the 
thing will become permanent, since it will not have any connec- 
tion with either origination or annihilation. Even if the origina- 
tion and annihilation consist in the perception and non-percep- 
tion of the thing, still these (perception and non-perception) 
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will be merely the qualities of the perceiver and not of the 
thing; and sq the predicament of the thing becoming permanent 
will be just the same. From this viewpoint also, the Buddhist 
doctrine is illogical. 


sata osfaataceay APTqSAPTIT 1 2H 


aafa In the absence (of cause) sfast-gqzrq: the proposition 
will fall through aarar else witty simultaneity (will take 
place). 


21. (If it be contended that the effect arises) even when there 
is no cause, then your assertion (of causation) will be stultified; 
else (if you contend that the entity of the earlier moment 
continues till the entity of the later moment emerges), the 
cause and effect will exist simultaneously. 


It has been said that since, according to the theory of 
momentariness, the entity of the earlier moment is swallowed up 
into annihilation, it cannot be the cause of the entity of the 
later moment. Should the Buddhists now assert that the effect 
arises even in the absence of the cause, their own assertion will 
be nullified, that is to say, their proposition that the perception 
of colour etc. and happiness etc. (citta and caitta) arises as a 
result of acquiring the four kinds of causes?® (objects, senses, 
accessories, and past tendency), will be negated. And if origina- 
tion be without any cause, then anything may originate any- 
where, for there is nothing to hinder this. Should they, however, 
assert that the entity of the earlier moment continues till the 
origination of the entity of the later moment, then the cause 
and effect will become simultaneous. Even so, their assertion 
will be contradicted just the same; their declaration that all 
entities are momentary will stand discredited. 


sfrdtearsatad earfrcrearnfaaseqard UI 
ofaaeat-asfaaeat-facra—aroatfa: There can be no arrival at 


In the case of a perception of blucness, blue is the alambana-pratyaya, 
eye is the adbipati-pratyaya, light is the sabakari-pratyaya, and the impres- 
sion of a similar earlier perception is the samdantarapurva-pratyaya. 
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artificial annihilation and natural annihilation afaraarq on ac- 
count of non-termination. 


22. Neither pratisamkbya-nirodha (artificial annihilation) nor 
an apratisamkhya-nirodba (natural annihilation) is possible, for 
there can be no cessation (either of the current or of the individ- 
uals forming the current). 


Moreover, the nihilists (ie. Buddhists) fancy that whatever 
becomes an object of knowledge and is different from the three 
categories, has an origination and is momentary. As for the three, 
they say, they are these—pratisamkhya-nirodha (artificial anni- 
hilation), apratisamkbhyd-nirodba (natural annihilation), and 
akasa. They think that all these three are non-substantial, non- 
existent, and illusory. The annihilation of a thing brought about 
deliberately is technically called pratisammkhya-nirodba, the op- 
posite of that is apratisamkbyd-nirodba (natural annihilation); 
and akdSa is the mere absence of any obstruction (or screening). 
The aphorist will refute their akaSa later on. The two kinds of 
annihilation are now being refuted. “There can be no arrival at”, 
that is to say, there can be no possibility of the two kinds of 
annihilation, artificial and natural. 

Why? 

“Because there can be no cessation.” These two kinds of 
annihilation—artificial and natural—will be perceivable in rela- 
tion to either the chain of causality or the individuals (forming 
the chain). But they cannot relate to the chain. Since in all the 
chains, the individuals forming the chain continue uninter- 
ruptedly as a succession of causes and effects, therefore the 
chains cannot cease. They cannot relate to the individuals, 
because the individuals can have no such destruction as to leave 
no trace of recognition or to become non-existent, for under 
all circumstances, the common (material) substratum is seen 
through a process of recognition to persist uninterruptedly.?! 
Where such recognitions are not obvious, the persistence of the 
common substratum can be inferred from the fact of its percep- 


**In a pot, potsherd, and dust, the same earth is recognized as the 
common material. 
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tion elsewhere.®* Hence annihilation of either kind, fancied by 
others, is untenable. 


SATT FT STATA WRI 


q And atqrq owing to defect gaqat from either point of 
view. 


23. And (the Buddhist view is untenable) owing to defect 
arising from either point of view. 


The annihilation of nescience and the rest, that is assumed by 
the others and is classified under the heads of artificial and 
natural annihilations, must be achieved either as a result of 
complete knowledge associated with its accessories (of self- 
control etc.) or (spontaneously) by itself. On the first assump- 
tion will arise the predicament of discarding the theory of 
destruction being an uncaused event. On the second assumption 
will arise the predicament of instruction about the spiritual 
path (as taught by Buddha) becoming useless. Thus, being 
subject to defects from either point of view, this philosophy is 
incoherent. 


THT Aaa Uw 


@q And afaran on account of absence of dissimilarity 


in the case of space. 


24. And (non-existence cannot be asserted) in the case of 
akafa on account of the absence of (its) dissimilarity (with 
destruction). 


As for their view that the two kinds of destruction and 
akaga have no reality, we have already refuted the assertion that 
the two kinds of destruction are nonentities. Now it is being 
refuted that dkafa is a nonentity. It is unreasonable to assert 
with regard to akd@Sa that it is a nonentity, for even in its case 


“Doubt may arise, for instance, in the case of the seed becoming the 
sprout, but the process of inference with regard to persistence of earth, 
can be extended to this case as well. 
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nothing stands in the way of knowing it as an entity equally 
like the artificial and natural destructions. As for Vedic proof, 
it is established from such Vedic texts as, ‘Akasa originated from 
the Self’ (Tai. II. i. 2), that aka@Sa is a substance. But for those 
who are not convinced by Vedic texts, it can be inferred 
through its quality of sound, for qualities such as smell and the 
rest are seen to abide in substances like earth and the rest. More- 
over, according to you, a@kaSa is merely an absence of obstruc- 
tion (or covering). So when any one bird flies in space, there 
is the presence of obstruction (and so absence of space); hence 
another bird that may try to fly will find no scope for doing so. 

Opponent: It will fly where there is no obstruction. 

Vedantin: In that case, that very thing with the help of 
which “the absence of obstruction” is specified, will itself be 
the positive entity akafa,?? and it will not be a mere absence of 
obstruction. Moreover, when the Buddhist asserts that akasa 
consists in a mere absence of obstruction, he lands himself into 
a self-contradiction. For according to the Buddhist view, in the 
chain of questions starting with, “Sir, on what does earth rest?” 
occurs this question after earth etc., “On what does air rest?” 
And the answer to that question is, “Air rests on akafa”, That 
becomes logically consistent if @kaSa is a substance. For this 
reason also it is illogical to say dkaSa is a nonentity. Besides, 
it is contradictory to say that the two kinds of annihilation and 
akasa—these three are nonentities and yet they are eternal; for 
that which is non-existent can neither be eternal nor non-eternal, 
for all judgements about relationship, as between a quality and 
the thing possessing it, are based on the existence of something. 
And if such a relationship, as between a quality and the thing 
qualified, does exist, then this will inevitably mean that the thing 
itself is as much real as a pot, for instance, and it cannot be a 


nonentity. 
TICTAA WAU 


@q And TTC: on account of remembrance. 


Far, a negation presupposes the existence of its counterpart. 
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25. And (a permanent soul has to be admitted) because of the 
fact of remembrance (1.c. memory ). 


Moreover, when the nihilist asserts all things to be momentary, 
he will have to assert the perceiver also to be momentary. But 
that is an absurdity because of the fact of remembrance. 
Remembrance means recalling to mind something after its per- 
ception, and that can happen only when the agent of perception 
and memory is the same; for one person is not seen to remember 
something perceived by another. How can there be an aware- 
ness of the form, “I who saw earlier see now’, arise unless the 
earlier and later perceiver be the same? Moreover, it is well 
known to all that direct experience in the form of recognition, 
such as “I. who saw that, see this now”, occurs only when the 
agent of seeing and remembering is the same. Should their agents 
he different, then the awareness will take such a form, “I remem- 
ber, but somebody else saw”; but nobody in fact experiences in 
this way. Where cognition takes such a form, all understand the 
agents of seeing and remembering to be different, as for instance 
in, “I remember that he saw this then”. But in the present case 
where occurs the remembrance of the form, “I saw this then’, 
even the nihilist understands the agent of seeing and remember- 
ing to be but he himself, and he does not deny his own past vision 
by saying, “I did not see that”, just as much as he would not 
deny that fire is hot or that it emits light. That being the case, 
the nihilist cannot avoid a rebuttal of his theory of momentari- 
ness in the face of a single agent becoming connected with the 
two moments of perception and remembrance. And why should 
not the nihilist be ashamed of himself when he holds on to the 
theory of momentariness at the same time that he recognizes 
all his perceptions from now on to the last breath and the past 
ones from his very birth till now as having happened to his own 
very same self? 

If he should maintain that this can come about through simi- 
larity, then he should be answered thus: Since similarity, which 
is apparent in such a judgement as “This is similar to that”, is 
dependent on two factors, and since from the point of view of 
the believer in momentariness, there is no single perceiver of 
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two similar things, it amounts to a false incoherent jargon on 
his part to assert that recognition results from similarity. This 
can only be possible if the perceiver of the similarity of the 
entities of the preceding and succeeding moments be the same. 
But then the theory of momentariness will be adversely affected 
on account of the presence of the same person during two 
moments. 

Buddhist: The cognition, “This is like that”, is an entirely 
new cognition which is not dependent on the perception of the 
things of the earlier and succeeding moments. 

Vedantin : No, since in the awareness, “This is like that’, are 
involved (three) distinct factors.3* If this experience of similarity 
be an independent experience (not related to the two similar 
factors), then the expression, “This is like that”, would be 
meaningless, and the expression would simply be “similarity’’.3® 
If people engaged in judging something do not take into account 
the facts that are universally accepted, then even after the state- 
ment of the validity of one’s own point of view and the invalid- 
ity of one’s opponent’s view it will not appear to be convincing 
to the intellect of either the judges or oneself. That alone 
should be spoken of which has been ascertained as, “This thing 
is certainly so”. Were one to speak of something other than 
this, one would simply expose one’s garrulousness. Moreover, 
human dealings cannot be said to be dependent on mere simi- 
laritv, for the experience is of the existence of the entity itself 
(expressing itself as, “I am that very person’) and not of mere 
similarity with that (as would be expressed in, “I am like that 
person”). It may be conceded, however, that in the case of an 
external thing there may be the possibility of doubt of the 
form, “It may be either that very thing or similar to that”, for 
in the case of an external thing there is scope for delusion. But 
in the case of the cognizer himself there can never be such a 
doubt as, “I may be either that very person or similar to him”. 


* This, that, and the similarity. 

* True judgement requires a consideration of both points of view, and 
that cuts at the root of the theory of momentariness, since such a 
consideration spreads over several moments. 
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For there occurs a definite recognition of identity, as in, “I who 
saw yesterday, am remembering today”. For this reason also, 
the nihilist theory cannot be reasonably sustained. 

The nthilist theory is untenable for this additional reason that 
the nihilists do not admit any lasting and persisting cause (inher- 
ing in the effect), so that their view amounts to saying that 
something comes out of nothing. And they show that existence 
comes out of non-existence when they assert, “The effect cannot 
arise without destroying the cause; for the sprout comes out of 
a seed when the latter is destroyed and a pot out of a lump of 
clay when the latter is destroyed. Were a product to come out 
of an unchanging cause, anything could come out of anything 
and anywhere; for the cause is common to all”. Thus since 
(according to them) the sprout and the rest emerge from the 
seed and the rest when these latter get swallowed up in non- 
existence, they conclude that existence comes out of non-exist- 
ence. With regard to this we say: 


TAA SELCATT UREI 


q Not aaa: from non-existence, SCAAC IC because this 1s not 
seen (thus). 


26. Something does not come out of nothing, for this does 
not accord with experience. 


Existence does not come out of non-existence. If something 
can come out of nothing, then it becomes useless to refer to 
special kinds of causes, since non-existence as such is indistin- 
guishable everywhere. There is no distinction, as regards the 
nature of non-existence, between the non-existence arising from 
the destruction of the seed and the rest and the horn of a hare, 
both being equally unsubstantial (false). Had there been any 
distinction, then only would the assertion of such separate 
causality be meaningful as, “The sprout comes out of the seed 
alone, and the curd out of the milk alone”. But when an indis- 
tinguishable non-existence is posited as the cause, the sprout 
and the rest may as well spring out of a hare’s horn and the 
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like. This is, however, contradicted by experience. If, again, 
distinctive attributes be ascribed to nonsexistence on the analogy 
of the lotus etc. having blueness etc., then on that very analogy 
of the lotus etc., non-existence will turn into existence by the 
very fact of possessing distinctive qualities. Moreover, non- 
existence can never be the source of anything, precisely because 
it is non-existent like the hare’s horn etc. Were existence to 
arise out of non-existence, all the effects would be imbued with 
non-existence. But that goes against experience, for all things 
are perceived to exist as positive entities with their respective 
distinguishing features. Not that anybody will admit that such 
real objects as earthen plates etc., in which earth inheres, are the 
transformations of threads for instance. As a matter of fact, 
people perceive all real earthen things as the transformations of 
earth itself. 

As for the assertion that something can come out of nothing 
since no immutable thing can become a cause unless it be by 
destroying its real nature, that is a wrong assertion; for gold 
and the rest that are recognized as remaining unchanged assume 
the roles of such cause and effect in the cases of products like 
a gold necklace and so on. Even in the cases of the seed and 
the rest where there is an appearance of destruction of substance, 
it is not the earlier state, undergoing destruction, that is under- 
stood to be the cause of the subsequent state; for what is admit- 
ted is that those parts (or cells) of the seed and the rest which 
remain undestroyed and which persist (in the sprouts and the 
rest) become the material causes of the sprout and the rest. 
Accordingly since nothing that actually exists is seen to result 
from nonentities like the horn of a hare etc., and since it is seen 
that from existing things like gold etc. originate existing things 
(like necklace etc.), the assertion of something coming out of 
nothing cannot be substantiated. Moreover, all people get 
deluded by the nihilists (i.e. Buddhists) who first assert that the 
ego-consciousness and the mental moods arise from the four 
causes and that the aggregates of elements and elementals arise 
from the atoms (sec p. 405), and then again assume that some- 
thing comes out of nothing and thus negate their own assertions. 
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serrate ad fafe: nro 


a And waq in this way fafe: success (should come) afq even 
Salata co the indifferent. 


27. And (if something can come out of nothing, then) on 
the same ground, success should come even to the indifferent 
people. 

Moreover, if it be admitted that something can come out of 
nothing, then on the same ground even the indifferent people 
who are inactive should attain their desired results, for non- 
existence is clearly evident even there; and so a husbandman 
who does not engage in cultivation should get his crop, a potter 
who makes no effort for preparing the clay should get his 
vessels ready, and a weaver who does not make any effort for 
weaving the yarn should get a cloth just as much as one that 
weaves. And nobody need in any way strive for heaven or 
liberation. But such a position is neither reasonable nor is it 
accepted by anybody. Therefore this assertion of something 
coming out of nothing is unjustifiable. 


Topic 5: Buppuist IDEALISM REFUTED 


Viqnanavada : The defects, such as the impossibility of forma- 
tion of aggregates that arise against the views of those Buddhists 
who believe in external things, having been pointed out, the 
Vijnanavadin (Buddhist Idealist believing in momentary con- 
sciousness) now stands up in opposition. (He asserts): This 
(earlier) viewpoint, based on the belief that external things 
exist, was taught (by Buddha) as a concession to some of those 
followers who were noticed to have a predilection for external 
things. But that was not the view of Buddha himself, whose real 
sanction was for the doctrine of the group constituted by con- 
sciousness (subjective cognition) alone. According to this 
Vijianavida, all dealings concerned with means of knowledge, 
objects of knowledge, and ends of knowledge become possible 
as subjective occurrences superimposed on consciousness;?® for 


* Consciousness itsclf appearing as the imaginary blue colour becomes 
the perceived object; as awareness it becomes knowledge; as the power 
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even though an external object may exist, there can be no 
activity of the means of knowledge etc., unless it be through. a 
superimposition of that object on consciousness (i.e. unless the 
mind or intellect is aware of it). If it be asked, “How, again, 
can it be known that all these processes are subjective, and that 
nothing but subjective cognition exists’?—the answer he (the 
Buddhist) gives is that, this is so because no external thing can 
possibly exist. When external objects are assumed, they must 
either be the individual atoms or an aggregate of them—a pillar 
for instance. Of these the knowledge of the atoms cannot be 
acquired through a perception of the pillar etc., for the atoms 
are not objects of perception.2** And a pillar etc. cannot be a 
conglomeration of atoms, since the (aggregates like) pillar etc. 
cannot be ascertained to be either different from or identical 
with the atoms. Thus also are to be rejected genus, (quality, 
action), etc. Moreover, knowledge, as it arises, has the com- 
mon feature of being a mere awareness; but it displays a selective 
bias for individual forms, such as the knowledge of a pillar, the 
knowledge of a wall, the knowledge of a pot, the knowledge of 
a cloth, and so on. This particularization cannot be possible 
unless there be some peculiarity in each individual cognition 
itself. And so in this way it has to be admitted that knowledge 
has a tendency to have the same form as its content. And once 
this is admitted, the objective appearances become explicable 
from the standpoint of consciousness alone (they being included 
within the knowledge itself), and it becomes useless to assume 
external objects. Moreover, from the fact of the simultaneous 
awareness of the knowledge and its object, it follows that the 
object and its knowledge are identical. For neither of them can 
be known without the other. This simultaneity would not have 
been possible if knowledge and its object were naturally 
different;?*7 for there would be nothing to cause a hindrance 


of that revelation it becomes the means of knowledge; and as the 
repository of that knowledge it becomes the knower. 

*s Are not perceived as possessed of the qualities of a pillar, e.g. unity, 
solidity, etc. 

**For momentary consciousness would not then be reasonably associated 
with an object that is different from it. 


27 
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(to the cognition of one even when the other is not cognized). 
For this reason also there is no external object. 

This is to be understood as analogous to dream etc. Even as 
the cognitions in a dream, a magic, water in a mirage, a phantom 
city in the sky, etc. have stamped on them the perceptions of 
the knowledge and the known, though there are no objects, 
so also it is to be understood that the perceptions of a pillar 
etc. in the waking state are of a similar nature, for as percep- 
tions they do not differ. If it be asked, “Were there no external 
objects how could there be a diversity in knowledge?” then the 
Vijfianavadin says that this is possible owing to a diversity of 
mental impressions.?® For it is nothing contradictory in this 
beginningless state of transmigration that cognitions and mental 
impressions should have a variety, acting as they do alternately 
as the causes and effects of one another like the seed and the 
sprout. Moreover, it is known through a process of agreement 
and difference (i.e. from positive and negative instances) that 
variety in knowledge occurs from past impressions; for by both 
of us it is admitted that even in the absence of objects, a variety 
in cognition, caused by past impressions, takes place in dream 
etc. But it is not admitted by me that even without such mental 
impression, knowledge can have a variety in conformity with 
external objects. Hence also external objects do not exist. 

Vedantin: This being the position we say: 


ATATA SISSt: USI 


aq Not aarq: non-existent gqwsq: because of perception. 


28. (External objects are) not non-existent, for they are 
perceived. 


It cannot be asserted that external things do not exist. 
Why? 
“Because they are perceived.” As a matter of fact such things 


"The previous knowledge occurring in a beginningless chain creates 
the impression (or tendency). Through its force, a varicty of cognitions, 
in the form of blueness etc., can occur even after the interval of several 
moments. 
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as a pillar, a wall, a pot, a cloth, are perceived along with each 
act of cognition. And it cannot be that the very thing perceived 
is non-existent. How can a man’s words be acceptable who 
while himself perceiving an external object through sense- 
contacts still says, “I do not perceive, and that object does not 
exist”, just as much as a man while eating and himself experienc- 
ing the satisfaction arising from that act might say, “Neither do 
I eat, nor do I get any satisfaction’? 

Vijnanavadin : Well, I do not say that I do not perceive any 
object, but all that I hold is that I do not perceive anything. 
apart from the perception. 

Vedantin: Yes, you do speak like that, since you have no 
curb to your mouth; but you do not speak logically, for some- 
thing other than the perception has to be admitted perforce, just 
because it is perceived. Not that anybody cognizes a perception 
to be a pillar, a wall, etc., rather all people cognize a pillar, a 
wall, etc. as objects of perception. And it is for this reason that 
all people understand those others (viz the Buddhists) as really 
assuming the existence of an external thing even while they 
deny it by saying, “That which is the content of an internal 
awareness appears as though external”. For they use the phrase 
“as though” in the clause “as though external” just because they 
too become aware of a cognition appearing externally in the 
same way as is well known to all people, and yet they want to 
deny any external object.?® Else why should they say, “as though 
external”? For nobody speaks thus: “Visnumitra appears like 
the son of a barren woman”. Accordingly, those who accept 
truth to be just what it is actually perceived to be, should 
accept a thing as it actually reveals itself externally, and not 
“as though appearing outside”. 

Buddbist: Since no object can possibly exist externally, I 
come to the conclusion that it appears as though it is outside. 

Vedantin : This conclusion is not honest, since the possibility 
or impossibility of the existence of a thing is determined in 
accordance with the applicability or non-applicability of the 


©'What people understand from the Buddhist teaching is that to the 
Buddhist the internal awareness of an object appears as occurring outside 
That understanding itself is a proof of their awareness of externality. 
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means of knowledge to it, but the applicability or non-appli- 
cability of the means of knowledge is not ascertained in accord- 
ance with the possibility or impossibility (of the thing). What 
is known through anyone of the means of knowledge, such as 
direct perception etc., is possible, and what cannot be known 
through any one of these means of knowledge is impossible. In 
the case under discussion, the external things are known indi- 
vidually by the respective means of knowledge; so how can 
they be declared to be impossible by raising such alternatives 
as different, non-different, etc.2*° For external things are per- 
ceived as a matter of fact. It is wrong to say that external things 
do not exist merely on the ground that cognition is seen to have 
the likeness of an object, because the very likeness of an object 
is not possible unless the object itself be there, and also because 
the object is cognized outside. So also it has to be admitted that 
‘the regularity in the simultaneous appearance of the cognition 
and its object is owing to the relation of causality between them 
and not owing to their identity. Again, in (such forms of aware- 
ness as) “knowledge of a pot”, “knowledge of a cloth”, the 
difference is seen in the two qualifying parts, pot and cloth, but 
not in the substantive part knowledge, even as in the cases of 
“a white cow” and “a black cow” we find that whiteness and 
blackness alone differ, but not so the cowhood. And the differ- 
ence of the one (viz cowhood) from the two (whiteness, black- 
ness) stands out clearly, as also the difference of the two from 
the one. Therefore an object and its knowledge differ. Similar 
should be our comprehension in the cases of the seeing of a pot 
and the remembrance of a pot. Here also the substantives, viz 
seeing and remembering differ, but not so the adjectival portion, 
viz pot; this is just as in the cases of the cognitions, “the smell 
of milk”, and “the taste of milk”, where the substantives smell 
and taste alone differ, but not so the adjectival part milk. 


“The Buddhists argue that external objects cannot logically exist because 
a pillar, for instance, cannot be proved to be either different or non- 
different from the atoms constituting it. But the Buddhist view is illogical; 
for according to them, consciousness alone exists, and it is not gross. So 
it cannot have for its content things that are many and gross; hence there 
can be no idea of external things according to their theory. 
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Moreover, as regards two cognitions occurring successively, 
which vanish after self-revelation, there can be no logical appre- 
hension of the one by the other. And in that case will be nul- 
lified all the assertions made in the Buddhist scriptures them- 
selves about the difference among cognitions, momentariness and 
other attributes, individual characteristics, common _ charac- 
teristics, bequeathing of tendency by one cognition to the other, 
true, false, or mixed attributes arising from contact with 
nescience, as also about bondage, liberation, and so on. 

Again, if one admits a distinction between knowledge and 
knowledge, why should not one admit external objects such as 
a pillar, a wall, and so on? 

Buddhist: A cognition is actually perceived. 

Vedantin : External things too are perceived, and so they too 
should be admitted. 

Buddhist: Since cognition is a luminous thing it stands self- 
revealed like a lamp, but an external object is not like that. 

Vedantin: Then like assuming that fire burns itself, you 
assume that something can act on itself by itself, which is 
absolutely opposed to reason; yet you do not admit the well- 
known fact, bearing no contradiction, that an external object is 
known through a cognition which is different from the object. 
What a great display of erudition you make! It cannot be 
asserted that consciousness is known to itself as something apart 
from objects for the simple reason that there can be no action 
on oneself. 

Buddhist: If a cognition has to be known by some entity 
other than itself, that second one will have to be known by 
another, and that one again by another. This will lead to an 
infinite regress. Moreover, since cognition is an illuminator like 
a lamp, if you should imagine a second cognition (to know it), 
then since both the cognitions are similar there will be no revela- 
tion of the one by the other, so that this whole assumption will 
fall to the ground. 

Vedantin: Both these arguments are wrong, for once an 
awareness of the cognition occurs, no further desire to appre- 
hend the witness of the cognition can arise; and so there is no 
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possibility of infinite regress.44 And since the witness and the 
cognition are different by nature, there can be a relationship 
of the perceiver and the perceived among them. Besides, the 
self-evident witness cannot be denied.*? There is another consid- 
eration. When you assert that cognition shines by itself like 
a lamp without requiring some other cognition, you virtually 
say that a cognition is not apprehended by any other means of 
knowledge or by anything else, which would be like saying that 
a thousand lamps shine (unknown) within a massive boulder. 

Buddhist : Exactly so; for cognition being of the nature of an 
awareness (suggested by you), you have only approved the 
view that we hold. 

Vedantin: No, for it is seen that some other perceiver having 
the eye etc. as his instrument, perceives a lamp etc. So it is 
understood that since cognition has equally to be revealed by 
some one else, it can be perceived like a lamp only when a 
distinct perceiver is present. 

Buddhist : By upholding the theory that the perceiving wit- 
ness is self-effulgent, you only accept under a different garb of 
words my own view that cognition shines by itself. 

Vedantin: Not so, for you admit many such distinctions for 
cognition as origin, destruction, multiplicity, and so on. And 
hence it is that we establish the apprehension of that cognition 
by some entity outside it, as in the case of a lamp. 


aqeatg a canifeaq iell 


aq And areaty on account of difference of nature @ not 
wan-atfe-agq like dream etc. 


“ As soon as a mode (vrtti) occurs in the mind as a result of contact 
between the senses and objects, the object and this mental cognition 
(urtti-jiana) become revealed by the witnessing Self. An object cannot 
reveal itself, it being inert; the mental apprehension also cannot reveal 
itself, being equally inert. But when the existence of the witness gets 
revealed on that mental apprehension, there can be no further question of 
revealing the witness. This witness is different from the mental cognition. 
Thus there is no infinite regress. 

“To substantiate the difference among your momentary cognitions 
you have to admit the witness which stands aloof to see this difference. 
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29. And because of the difference of nature (the waking state 
is) not (false) like dream etc. 


It has been said by those who deny the existence of external 
things that perceptions of things like a pillar etc. in the waking 
state occur even in the absence of external things, just as they 
do in a dream; for as perceptions, they are similar. That has to 
be refuted. With regard to this we say, the perceptions of the 
waking state cannot be classed with those in a dream. 

Why? 

Because of difference of characteristics; for waking and dream 
states are really different in nature. 

In what does that difference consist? 

We say that it consists in being subject to sublation or not. 
To a man, arisen from sleep, the object perceived in a dream 
becomes sublated, for he says, “Falsely did I imagine myself in 
contact with great men. In fact I never came in contact with 
great men; only my mind became overpowered by sleep; and 
thus this delusion arose.” So also in the case of magic etc., ade- 
quate sublation takes place. But a thing seen in the waking state, 
a pillar for instance, is not thus sublated under any condition. 
Moreover, dream vision is a kind of memory, whereas the visions 
of the waking state are forms of perceptions (through valid 
means of knowledge). And the difference between perception 
and memory, consisting in the presence and absence of objects, 
can be understood by oneself, as for instance when one says, “I 
remember my beloved son, but I do not see him, though I want 
to see”. That being so, it cannot be asserted by a man, who 
feels the difference of the two, that the perception of the waking 
state is false, merely on the ground that it is a perception like 
the perception in a dream. And it is not logical for those who 
consider themselves intelligent to deny their own experience. 
Moreover, one who cannot speak of the waking experiences as 
naturally baseless, just because this would contradict experience, 
wants to speak of them as such on the strength of their similarity 
with dream experiences. But anything that cannot be the 
characteristic of something in its own right, cannot certainly 
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be so because of a similarity with another. For fire which is felt 
to be warm does not become cold because of some similarity‘ 
with water. As for the difference between dream and the waking 
states, this has already been shown. 


A WalsTIBSa: Roll 


a Not xara: existence HTT : because of non-perception. 


30. (Tendencies) can have no existence since (according to 
you) external things are not perceived. 


And the assertion has to be refuted that even in the absence 
of objects, the diversity of experience can be explained on the 
strength of the variety of tendencies (or impressions). To this 
we say: The tendencies cannot logically exist; for according to 
you, objects are not perceived externally. It is precisely owing 
to the perception of objects that a variety of (mental) tenden- 
cies corresponding to the diverse objects can arise. But how can 
a variety of tendencies arise when no object is perceived? Even 
if these tendencies have no beginning (on the analogy of the 
seed and the sprout), this infinite regress will amount to a 
baseless assumption leading us nowhere like the blind leading 
the blind,** and it will thus cut at the root of all human dealings, 
so that your aim will remain unfulfilled. And it is to be noted 
that the positive and negative instances that were adduced by 
those who would deny the existence of external objects by 
saying, “All these experiences are caused by tendencies and not 
by objects”—those instances also stand refuted from this stand- 
point; for no tendency can arise unless there be a perception 
of some ovject. Moreover, from the admission that apprehen- 
sion of objects is possible even in the absence of past tendencies, 


“For instance, both being “substances”. 

“The whole chain of one tendency creating another will start with 
the initial defect of the first tendency being created without an external 
object. Thus, being basically illogical, it cannot help you out of the rut. 
The analogy of the seed-and-sprout is illogical; for both seed and sprout 
are perceived as causing each other interminably, both backward and 
forward; but you do not admit that an object produces a perception. 
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and from the non-admission that tendencies are possible in the 
absence of perception of object, it follows that such positive 
and negative instances (adduced by you) also prove the exist- 
ence of objects. Besides, what you call a tendency is a kind of 
impression (or predisposition); and from common experience 
it is known that a disposition cannot be imagined to exist unless 
it has some basis to stand on, whereas you have nothing to 
supply this need; for nothing can be found (by following your 
view) to stand as an abode for dispositions. 


eqforpcarar 113 Nl 


@ And afoaeatq on account of momentariness. 


31. And (the ego-consciousness cannot be the abode), for it 
is momentary. 


As for the ego-consciousness that is assumed to be the abode 
of disposition (or tendency), that too has no stable form, since 
you postulate its momentariness like sense-perception. Hence it 
cannot be the abode of tendencies. For unless there be some 
principle running through everything and abiding through all 
the three periods of time or some unchanging witness of all, 
there can be no human dealing involving remembrance, recogni- 
tion, etc. which are contingent on past impressions that are 
stored up in conformity with environment, time, and causation. 
If the ego-consciousness be (assumed to be) unchanging by 
nature, your doctrine (of momentariness) will be set at naught. 
Moreover, since the theory of momentariness is upheld equally 
in Vijnanavada, all the defects arising from momentariness that 
were levelled (by us) against the theory of those (Buddhists) 
who believe in the existence of (momentary) external things, 
viz those shown under the aphorisms starting from, “And 
because the earlier 1s negated when the later emerges” (II. u. 
20), are to be remembered in this context as well. Thus are 
refuted both these Buddhist points of view—of both those who 
believe in the external things and those who believe in (subjec- 
tive) consciousness. As for the view of the absolute nihilist, no 
attempt is made for its refutation since it is opposed to all means 
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of valid knowledge. For human behaviour, conforming as it 
does to all right means of valid knowledge, cannot be denied so 
long as a different order of reality is not realized; for unless 
there be an exception, the general rule prevails. 


TAMSATTT AT URI 


@q Besides, aqqt from every point of view TTT : being 
untenable. 


32. Besides (this view stands condemned), it being untenable 
from every point of view. 


To be brief, from every point of view that this Buddhist 
doctrine may be examined for finding out some justification, it 
breaks down like a well sunk in sand; and we do not find any 
the least logic here. Hence also all behaviour based on the 
Buddhist scripture is unjustifiable. Moreover, Buddha exposed 
his own incoherence in talk when he instructed the three 
mutually contradictory theories of the existence of external 
objects, existence of consciousness, and absolute nihilism; or he 
showed his malevolence towards all creatures, acting under the 
delusion that these creatures would get confused by imbibing 
contradictory views. The idea is that the Buddhist view should 
be abjured in every way by all who desire the highest good. 


Topic 6: JAINA View REFUTED 


APPAAAPAaT 1331 


a Not THAT in the same thing aqrwarq owing to impos- 
sibility. 

33. (The Jaina view is) not right since the presence (of 
contradictory attributes) in one and the same thing is impossible. 


The view of Buddha has been disproved. Now is being 
invalidated the view of the naked ones (Jainas). The categories 
approved by them are seven—called (1) the soul (experiencer), 
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(2) non-soul (the experienced objects), (3) impulsion (of 
sense-organs towards objects), (4) control (of senses and 
organs), (5) austerities (which completely demolish merit and 
demerit through experience of happiness and sorrow), (6) 
bondage (action), (7) liberation (a continuous upward move- 
ment). In brief, there are only two categories—soul and non- 
soul, for the others get included, as best they can, in these two 
only. This is how they think. They speak of these two in another 
way thus: There are five categories called asti-kayas—the 
category of soul, the category of body (combination of atoms), 
the category of merit, the category of demerit, and the category 
of space (want of hindrance). They describe many subsidiary 
divisions of each one of these according to the assumptions of 
their own doctrine. And in all cases they apply this logic of 
what they call the logic with seven facets: (1) somehow (may 
be it) exists, (2) somehow (may be it) does not exist, (3) some- 
how exists and does not exist, (4) somehow indescribable, (5) 
somehow exists and is indescribable, (6) somehow does not exist 
and is indescribable, (7) somehow exists, does not exist, and is 
indescribable. Thus they apply this logic with seven facets 
(sapta-bhangi-naya) to unity and permanence as well.*5 

With regard to this we say: This assumption is not justifiable. 

Why? 

“Owing to the impossibility of presence in one and the same 
thing”; for it is not possible for such contradictory character- 
istics aS existence, non-existence, and so on to be associated 
simultaneously with the same thing; just as much as cold and 
heat cannet be. These seven categories that are definitely ascer- 
tained to be so many in number and such in character, must 
either be just as they are described or they must not; for else 
the resulting knowledge of such an indefinite nature, which may 


““Unity and permanence somehow may exist, may not exist, may both 
exist and not exist, and so on. When the intention is to speak of a thing 
as successively existing and non-existing, they use the third mood. But 
when the intention is to speak of existence and non-existence simul- 
taneously, the two states being inexpressible at the same time, they call it 
indescribable. 
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either be as it is described or may not be so, will certainly be 
unauthoritative like doubts.*¢ 

Jaina: When knowledge of a definite nature, viz that a thing 
has different facets, does arise, it cannot be invalid like doubts. 

Vedantin: We say, no; for one who would unrestrictedly 
affirm indefiniteness for every object without exception, the 
definiteness of his knowledge itself being equally an object of 
knowledge, would come under the application of such alterna- 
tives as, “somehow it may exist, somehow it may not exist”, and 
so on; and hence this knowledge would have an indefinite nature 
all the same. Similarly, the ascertainer, as also the knowledge 
that results from the ascertainment, would be somehow partially 
existent and somehow partially non-existent. This being so, how 
can a teacher of the Jaina school, (who has to be assumed to 
be) an authority, impart instruction when the means of know- 
ledge, objects of knowledge, the knower, and knowledge remain 
indefinite in nature? 

Also how can those who rely on his views act upon his in- 
struction about things which remain indefinite in their nature? 
For all people engage without hesitation in the requisite practices 
for acquiring some result when that has been ascertained to be 
inevitable, but not otherwise. For this reason also, if anyone 
should write a scripture of such indefinite significance, his words 
will be unacceptable like those of the mad or intoxicated. So also 
when the doubt arises as to whether the categories mentioned as 
five in number (viz soul, non-soul, etc.), have really that number 
or not, the conclusion from one point of view will be that the 
number is five, and from another point of view that it is not so; 
and hence those things can be greater or less in number. Besides, 
these categories cannot be indescribable (that is to say, existing 
and non-existing at the same time); for if they be indescribable, 
they cannot be expressed in words. It involves a contradic- 


“For the soul etc. are averred these seven alternative moods as also 
their own characteristics of being the soul etc. Now, are these “existence” 
and “non-existence” constant or are they spasmodic? In the first case, 
the position is untenable, since it contradicts such perceptions as, “This 
pot does exist”. In the second case, there can be no definite knowledge of 
anything. 
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tion to utter them in words and yet to hold that they are 
indescribable. Again, even when they are expressed in words, 
they may either be understood as such or may not be under- 
stood. Similarly the perfect knowledge, arising from the com- 
prehension of all this, may exist or may not; so also its 
opposite, false knowledge, may or may not exist. Anyone 
who would speak in that way, would be classed with the 
intoxicated and the mad, but not with people whose words 
can be trusted. Moreover, no reasonable inspiration for action 
to achieve liberation or heaven will follow from an indefinite 
knowledge that heaven and liberation exist on the one hand 
and do not exist on the other; or similarly that they are eternal 
from one point of view and impermanent from another. And the 
eternally free souls (Arhats) and the rest (who either become free 
through spiritual practices or continue in bondage), whose 
natures have been determined to be so in their own (Jaina) 
books, will tend to have an indefinite nature. Thus since it is 
not possible for any of the categories, counting from the souls, 
to have such contradictory attributes as existence and non- 
existence, and since in the presence of the attribute of existence 
there can be no possibility of the presence of the other attribute 
of non-existence, just as much as existence is not possible in the 
presence of non-existence, therefore this Jaina doctrine is illogi- 
cal. Hereby it is to be understood that all such tenets of indeter- 
minateness, to the effect that the very same thing is one and 
many, permanent and impermanent, different and non-different 
at the same time, that are assumed by them, are demolished as 
well. As for their imagination that the aggregation, called 
pudgala (body) can result from the combination of atoms, that 
stands discredited as a result of the earlier refutation of the 
Vaisesika theory of atoms. Hence no separate attempt is made 
for overthrowing it. 


VAG ICAISHICAT M311 


waq Similarly = also aeq-qaTeeeqy non-pervasiveness of the 
soul. 
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34. Similarly also (arises the defect of) the soul having no 
all-pervasiveness (or baving only a medium dimension).** 


Just as the defect consisting in the impossibility of the pres- 
ence of contradictory attributes in the same substratum arises 
in the Jaina view, so also arises the other defect of the embodied 
soul becoming limited (or of a medium dimension). 

How? 

The Jainas think that the embodied soul has the dimension of 
the body. Now if it conforms to the size of the body, then the 
soul will be of a medium dimension—non-omnipotent and 
limited; and so like the pot etc. the soul will be subject to 
impermanence. Again, because the bodies have no fixed dimen- 
sions, the soul born as a man will assume the size of a human 
body. Then when as the result of the fruition of some past 
action it is born as an elephant, it will not pervade the whole of 
the elephant body, and when it is born as an ant, it will not be 
wholly contained in the body of the ant. This defect applies 
equally to the different stages of boyhood, youth, and old age 
during the same life. 

It may be held that the soul has infinite parts; these parts get 
condensed in a small body and expanded in a large one. But then 
it has to be stated as to whether there is any obstruction to the 
different parts of the soul becoming concentrated at the same 
place or not. Should there be any impediment, the infinite parts 
will not be contained in the same limited space; and even if 
there be no impediment, then all the parts can very well be 
accommodated in the place occupied by a single part, so that 
there will be no possibility of increase in magnitude. As a result, 
the predicament will arise of the embodied soul becoming atomic 
in dimension. Besides, it cannot even be imagined that the soul 
that is limited by the size of the body should have infinite parts. 

Again, if it be argued that whenever in due sequence the soul 
gets a large body, it has an accretion of some parts, and when- 


“*T Ratnaprabba has “Akartsnyam-Madbyama-parimanatvam”; Bhamati has, 
“Akrtsnatvam-paricchinnatvam”. Madbyama-parimana is a _ dimension 
changing according to the body; and paricchinna means limited. 
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ever it gets a small body it has a reduction of some parts, then 
the answer 1s: 


aq a qatarccafacter facnrafees: way 


a And # not afy even qafarq from (assumption of) sequence 
afaae: contradiction can be avoided, faarz-arfavq: in the face 
of mutability etc. 


35. And the contradiction cannot be avoided even by an 
assumption of sequence (in the increase and decrease of parts), 
for still there will be the defects of mutability etc. 


Even by assuming the increase and decrease of parts in suc- 
cession it is not possible to establish beyond any contradiction 
the fact that the soul conforms to the size of the body. 

Why? 

For this will lead to the defects of changefulness etc. for the 
soul. In the first instance, mutability becomes unavoidable for 
the soul that increases and decreases for ever through the acces- 
sion and depletion of parts. And if it be mutable like a piece of 
leather, it will be subject to impermanence. In that case will be 
falsified the assumptions about bondage and liberation, which 
facts are expressed by saying that the soul, surrounded by eight 
kinds of karmta,4® remains sunk in the sea of this world like a 
bottle gourd, and it floats upward when that bond is snapped. 
Moreover, the parts that come and go will be other than the 
soul precisely because they are adventitious like the bodies etc. 
In that case some part that is everlasting will be the soul. But 


“Covering knowledge, covering vision, deluding, and screening—which 
four are called ghati-karma. These are explained thus: (1) belief that 
liberation does not follow from knowledge of reality, (2) belief that 
liberation does not follow from the hearing of the Jaina tenets (3) not 
finding any speciality about the path shown by the Jaina teachers, (4) 
hindering the progress in the path of liberation. Aghati-karmas are: (1) 
vedaniyam—belicf that I have to know the reality, (2) namikam—belief 
that I have such a name, (3) gotrikam—the idea that I have entered into 
the rank of your disciples, (4) @yuskanz—work done for the maintenance 
of the body, or it means the body made of blood and semen. Gotrika may 
also mean—making this body fit for the realization of truth. 
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that cannot be pin-pointed to be so and so. Again, it has to be 
stated from where these incoming parts emerge and where the 
outgoing ones submerge. It cannot be that they come out of 
the elements and merge into the elements; for the soul (of 
which they are the parts) is not material. And nothing else 
can be ascertained as either the common or uncommon source 
of (any one or all) the parts of the (individual) soul; for that 
lacks evidence. Furthermore, in such a case, the nature of the 
soul will remain indeterminate; for the incoming and outgoing 
parts will have no definite measurement. Thus owing to the 
predicament of such defects, it is not possible to take shelter 
under a successive increase or decrease in the parts of the soul. 

Or the explanation will be this: Under the previous aphorism 
the doubt raised was that, if the soul be of the size of the body, 
the soul will be subject to limitation (or incompleteness) owing 
to its assumption of other enlarged or attenuated bodies, and 
thus it will not be eternal. In reply to that doubt it may be 
held (by the Jaimas) that though the size of the soul has no 
fixity, owing to successive changes, still the soul can have 
permanence on the analogy of a current of a river. Just as the 
russet-robed (Buddhists) hold that though cognitions have no 
permanence, yet a current of these cognitions can well be 
permanent, similar may be the position of the naked ones 
(Jainas) as well. This was the opposite point of view presented 
under the earlier aphorism. The answer (of the Veddantin) to 
that is being given under the present one: As to that, if the 
current be false, you will land into a theory of the non-existence 
of the soul. Or if it be true, the soul will be subject to such 
defects as mutability. Hence this view is unjustifiable. 


AURA ACACATAANT: UBElI 


q And axq-xafeaq: on account of the permanence of the 
ultimate size, TAq-fracard since both the (other) sizes become 
permanent afaary: distinction ceases to exist. 


36. The ultimate size attainable (by the soul) being perma- 
nent, the other two sizes also must be so; and hence there will 
be no distinction (among the sizes). 
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Besides, the Jainas hold that the ultimate size attained by a 
soul on the eve of liberation becomes permanent. Just like that, 
the earlier initial size and the intervening size of the soul can 
also be permanent, and hence there will be similarity (among 
the magnitudes). Thus the soul will have the size of one single 
body only and it will not acquire any other inflated or deflated 
body.*® 

Or the explanation is this: Since the ultimate size of the soul 
is permanent, its sizes in the two earlier stages also must be the 
same. In that case the soul has to be admitted to be atomic or 
non-atomic at all times equally. Thus the Jaina view is as ulogi- 
cal as the Buddhist view; and hence it is to be ignored. 


Topic 7: Gop Is NOT A MERE SUPERINTENDENT 


Now is being refuted the theory that God is a mere superin- 
tending cause (and not a material cause as well). 

How can this be understood? 

Because by the teacher (Vyasa) himself God has been estab- 
lished as both the material and efficient causes in the aphorism, 
“And Brahman must be the material as well, so as not to 
contradict the declaration and the illustration” (I. iv. 23), as 
also in, “This is also understood from the teaching about the 
will to create” (I. iv. 24). If it be maintained now that God’s 
causality in general is being refuted here, then from a contra- 
diction between the earlier and later portions, the objection 
would be raised that the aphorist stultifies himself. Therefore, 
what is being diligently rebutted here is the view that “God is 
not the material cause, but is simply the efficient cause,” because 
it runs counter to the Vedantic conclusion that Brahman is one 
without a second. This un-Vedic conception takes various forms. 
Some, following the Sarnkhya and Yoga tenets, conclude that 
God, who is the ruler of Prakrti and purusa (Nature and soul), 
is merely an efficient cause, and that God, Nature, and soul are 


“In order that there may be no incompatibility among the three sizes, 
the earlier bodies must have the same size as the ultimate one, for if the 
bodies differ in size, the soul’s conformity to them will be impossible, as 
already shown. 


28 
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totally different from one another. The Mahesvaras (Saivas and 
others), however, think that the five categories—effect (i.e. 
mahat, abamkdara, etc.), cause (i.e. Nature and God), union 
(samadhi), observances (e.g. bathing three times a day etc.), 
and the end of sorrow (liberation)—have been taught by the 
Lord Siva for the removal of bondage (pasa) of the creatures 
(pasus). PaSupati (Lord of the creatures) is God, and He is the 
efficient cause. This is how they propound it. Similarly there are 
some Vaisesikas and others who speak of God as the efficient 
cause by somehow keeping within their own sphere of thought. 
Hence the answer is being given in the aphorism: 


TTA NAVI 


Te: For the Lord (there can be no creatorship) qaTasqeat 
on account of incongruity. 


37. For the Lord there can be no creatorship, for that leads to 
incongruity. 


“For the Lord”, that is to say, for God, there can be no 
causality towards the universe by becoming (a mere) superin- 
tendent over Nature and souls. 

Why? 

“On account of incongruity.” 

What is that incongruity? 

For a Lord who creates the various creatures by dividing 
them into grades of inferiority, mediocrity, and superiority will 
be open like ourselves to the charges of likes, dislikes, etc., so 
that He will cease to be God. 

Opponent: That defect will not arise, for He acts in accord- 
ance with the past actions of the creatures. 

Vedantin: Not so, for if such God and actions be mutually 
the impeller and the impelled, it will lead to a logical seesaw 
(or argument in a circle, each being prompted by the other). 

Opponent: This fault will not arise, since creation is without 
beginning. 

Vedantin : No, just as at present, so also in the past that defect 
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of arguing in a circle is equally present;5° so that we are facéd 
with the logic of the blind leading the blind (for both action 
and God are impelled, there being no impeller). Moreover, it is 
the accepted view of the-logicians that by noticing an impulsion 
to work it can be inferred that there are such defects (i.e. 
likes, dislikes, delusion, etc.)—(Nydya-sutra, I. i. 18). For 
nobody is seen to engage in any work for one’s own or for 
somebody else’s sake unless one is impelled by these defects. As 
a rule, all people serve other people’s purposes only when they 
are impelled by their own interest. In this way also this is 
incongruous; for God will cease to be God by being selfish. The 
incongruity arises even from the admission that God is a special 
type of purusa (soul), for that purusa is admitted to be indif- 
ferent to everything. 


AFIT AT WASH 
q And AT -ATTT : owing to impossibility of relationship. 


38. And (the incongruity arises) because of the impossibility 
of a relationship. 


There is still another incongruity. God who is different from 
Nature and soul cannot rule them unless it be through some 
relationship. But the relationship of conjunction is not possible, 
since God, Nature, and souls are all omnipresent and partless. 
Nor can it be the relationship of inherence, because of the 
impossibility of determining which is the container and which 
the thing contained. Nor can any other relationship be inferred 
from the presence of the effect, since that very causal relation- 
ship has yet to be established.®! 


©The Vedantins also adopt this logic of the beginninglessness of the 
world for escaping out of the defect of a logical seesaw (B. S. II. i. 34). 
But to them the world is unreal, and their argument amounts to showing 
that everything is indescribable. Everything is within Maya—God, crea- 
tion, creatures, and all. Others say, they are true (See p. 436 top). 

* It has not been proved so far that the universe is a creation of Prakrti 
(Nature) under the promptings of God. So the relationship of God with 
Nature cannot be proved from the existence of creation. 
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Opponent: How does the believer in Brahman solve this 
problem? 5? 

Vedantin: He has no difficulty; for in his case an indescrib- 
able relationship of identity (between God and Méay4) is 
reasonably sustainable (Sv. I. 3). Moreover, a believer in 
Brahman ascertains the cause etc. in accordance with the Vedas, 
and so for him there is no such need that he must accept all 
things just as they are perceived. But the opponent, who deter- 
mines the nature of the cause etc. on the strength of illustra- 
tions, has to accept things just as they are perceived. Here lies 
the excellence. 

Objection: Your opponent too can have the scriptures com- 
posed by omniscient teachers; as such both.of you are equally 
backed by scriptural authority. 

Vedantin : No, for that will lead to arguing in a circle, omnis- 
cience being proved from the knowledge of the authority of 
the scriptures and the (authority of the) scriptures being proved 
from the knowledge of the omniscience of the author. There- 
fore the ideas about God held by the Sarhkhyas and Yogins are 
illogical. This charge of incongruity can be equally levelled in a 
suitable manner against all other theories that are outside the 


Vedic pale. 
STOMA AT REN 


@q And afer —aqrid: because of the impossibility of being 
directed. 


39. And (the position is untenable) because of the impossi- 
bility of (Nature) coming under (His) direction. 


For this additional reason the God imagined by the sophists 
has no justification. Were God just what He is imagined to be, 
He could impel Nature (Pradhana) etc. by becoming their 
director (i.e. moulder) in the same way as a potter is in the case 
of clay etc. But this cannot be proved; for Nature, which 1s 


"Your Maya and Brahman also are both pervasive and partless, and 
you do not admit inherence as a relationship. 
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beyond the range of perception etc. and is devoid of form etc., 
cannot come under God’s direction (i.e. moulding), it being 
different from clay etc. 


HOATIA APM: ivoll 


a#«-aq Like (presiding over) the organs #q if this be the 
contention, q not so wpm-arfeert: on account of (resulting) 
experiences etc. 


40. Should it be argued that God will direct Nature like (a 
man directing) the organs, then it cannot be so, for that will 
result in God’s having experiences (of happiness, sorrow etc.). 


Opponent : It may be thus. Just as the individual soul directs 
the senses, counting from the eye, which cannot be perceived 
and which are without forms etc., so also God can direct 
Nature. 

Vedantin: Even thus it is not possible to maintain this. It 1s 
by noticing such facts as the experiencing (of happiness and 
sorrow) that one is led to infer that the set of sense-organs has a 
director. But in this case, such experience etc. (accruing to 
God from Nature) are not in evidence. And if Nature etc. be 
equated with the set of sense-organs, then God will have the 
same kind of experiences as the transmigrating souls. 


Or the two aphorisms can be explained in another way: 


SPST AT Rell 


39. And (God cannot be proved), since no physical support 
(adhisthana) is possible for Him. 


For this further reason, God as He is conceived by the 
sophists has no logical justification. In this world, a king, having 
the support of a body, is seen to rule over a kingdom, but not 
so without a physical support. Therefore, if anyone wants to 
fancy an unseen God by drawing upon that analogy, one will 
have to imagine some body as the seat of the sense-organs of 
God. But such a conception is impossible, since a body comes 
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into being after creation starts; it is not possible before creation. 
And if God has no physical support, He cannot be a director. 
For this is what accords with experience. 


HOASAA APTLSVA? ivoll 


40. If a body, equipped with sense-organs, be assumed for 
God, (we say that) this is not possible; because of (conse- 
quent) experiences etc. 


Again, if in accordance with common experience, it be 
fancied that God can have a body to hold His organs, even then 
His ordainership will not be logically sustainable; for if God has 
a body, He will have to undergo experiences like any trans- 
migrating soul, so that we shall be faced with the predicament 


of God Himself being deprived of His Godhead. 


FITAAAT AA AT USL 
adacaq Finitude at or aaaaat absence of omniscience. 


41. God will be subject to finitude or loss of omtiscience. 


For this additional reason, the God, as conceived by the 
logicians, is an impossibility. For by them He is declared to be 
omniscient as well as infinite. So also are admitted by them an 
infinite Nature and infinite souls which are different from one 
another. Now, that being the case, the question is: Can the limits 
(in number and extension) of Nature, souls, and Himself be 
determined by God or not? Either standpoint is open to defect. 

How? 

According to the first view, Nature, souls, and God will 
inevitably come to an end, since their limits in number or exten- 
sion are grasped by God. For this accords with human cxperi- 
ence, according to which whatever in this world has any limita- 
tion in number or dimension has an end, for instance a pot. 
Similarly, Nature, souls, and God, all three being circumscribed 
in number or dimension, must have an end. As for a limitation 
in number, that arises from the enumeration of Nature, souls, 
and God as three entities. And their characteristic of dimensions, 
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as also the vast number associated with the souls, may well be 
determined by God. From this the conclusion arises that the 
world as well as the state of transmigration will have an end 
for those transmigrating souls which become freed from this 
world from among these numerically and physically limited 
souls. Thus also when other souls become free in succession, 
the transmigratory existence itself, as also those who are in that 
state of existence, will come to an end. According to them, it 
is Nature together with her derivatives, acting under the direc- 
tion of God, that constitutes the state of transmigration for 
providing experiences to the souls. Now in the absence of that 
as well, over what will God assume His directorship, and Divine 
power? If Nature, soul and God have an end in this way, they 
will have a beginning as well. When they have both beginning 
and end, we shall be landed into nihilism. Again, if for avoiding 
this defect, they stick to the other alternative that the number 
and extension of Nature, souls, and God are not determinable 
by God, then this will lead to the other defect that God will 
lose His omniscicnce. For this reason also the theory of the 
causality of God, as it is advocated by the sophists, is illogical. 


Topic 8: BuacavaTa View REFUTED 


STIAAEMATT SRI 
Safa-sarratq Owing to the impossibility of origin. 


42. (The Bhagavata view that Sarikarsana and others originate 
successively front Vasudeva and others is wrong), since any 
origin (for the soul) is inzpossible. 


We have refuted the view of those who hold that God is 
simply a directing, efficient cause without being the material 
cause as well. Now 1s being discarded the view of those who 
hold that God is both the material and efficient causes. 

Opponent: Was not Brahman ascertained to be both the 
material and efficient causes exactly like this with the help of 
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Vedic texts (B. S. I. iv. 23)? And it is the accepted principle 
that a Smrti is authoritative when it follows the Vedic texts. So 
what is the reason for this attempt at disproving this (Bhagavata) 
view? 

Vedantin : To this we say: Although a portion of this kind is 
common to both of us and should not be a matter of dispute, 
there is another portion which leads to disagreement. Hence 
this endeavour at rebutting it. 

With regard to this the Bhagavatas think: God as Vasudeva, 
who is pure consciousness by nature, is the supreme reality. He 
has divided Himself and set Himself up as a fourfold figure—in 
the form of Vasudeva, in the form of Sarhkarsana, in the form 
of Pradyumna, and in the form of Aniruddha. The supreme Self 
is referred to by the name Vasudeva, the embodied soul 1s 
pointed out by the term Sarnkarsana, mind has the epithet of 
Pradyumna, and egoism is called Aniruddha. Of them Vasudeva 
is the highest material cause, while Sarhkarsana and others are 
His products. By adoring Him for a hundred years through such 
a process as visiting Him in His temples (in a proper state of 
body, mind, and speech), acquiring the requisites for worship, 
worship, japa (constant recital) of His mantra, and meditation, 
one becomes freed from such drawbacks (as likes and dislikes), 
and then one attains the Lord Himself. 

Vedantin: Now, we do not refute the view stated therein 
that Narayana, who is superior to Nature and is well known to 
be the supreme Self and the Self of all, has divided Himself by 
Himself into many forms; for from such Vedic texts as, “He 
assumes one form, He assumes three forms” (Ch. VII. xxvi. 2) 
etc., it is known that the supreme Self does become multifarious. 
As for the predilection for His propitiation,’ consisting in visit- 
ing His temple etc. and so on, with exclusive devotion and for 
long, that also is not denied. For the contemplation of God is 
well in evidence in the Vedas and Smrtis. But with regard to 
the view that Sarmkarsana originates from Vasudeva, Pradyumna 
from Samkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna, we say that 
it is not possible for an individual soul, called Sarhkarsana, to be 
created from the supreme Self, called Vasudeva; for such a view 
will lead to such defects as impermanence. If the individual soul 
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has any origin, it will be subject to such defects as being imper- 
manent and so on. Owing to this drawback, liberation, consist- 
ing in attaining God, will not be possible for the soul, for an 
effect gets completely destroyed on reaching back to its source. 
The teacher (Vy4sa) will deny any origin for the individual 
soul in the aphorism, “The individual soul has no origin, because 
the Vedic texts do not mention this and because the soul is 
known from them to be eternal” (II. iii. 17). Accordingly this 
assumption is unjustifiable. 


TT Fs HO vail 


a And q not #q: from an agent (originates) sq an 
implement. 


43. And (this view is wrong because) an implement cannot 
originate from its agent (who wields it). 


That (Bhagavata) assumption is wrong for this additional 
reason that in the world it is never seen that such implements 
as an axe etc. originate from the agent of the action (of cutting 
etc.), say for instance Devadatta. But the Bhagavatas describe 
this thus: From the individual soul, called Sarnkarsana, who is 
the agent, originates the instrument mind, called Pradyumna; 
and from the mind, originating from the agent, emerges egoism, 
called Aniruddha. We cannot, however, comprehend this in the 
absence of any confirming parallel illustration, nor do we come 
across any such Vedic text. 


fasrafera at qesfage: esi 


art Alternatively faara-anfa-atq (even) on the (assumption 
of the) possession of knowledge etc. ad-asfatey: there is no 
remedy of that defect. 


44. Alternatively even if (it be assumed that Vasudeva and 
others are) possessed of knowledge, (majesty, etc.), still the 
defect cannot be remedied. 
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Opponent: It may rather be the case that these Sarnkarsana 
and others are not considered to be the individual souls and so 
on. 

In what way are they conceived then? 

They are all believed in as Gods, being endowed with all 
such divine attributes as the mental power of knowledge and 
divinity, physical strength, heroism, and boldness; they are all 
Vasudevas to be sure, free from the defects (of likes, dislikes, 
etc.), not born of Nature, and free from destruction etc. Hence 
the defect alluded to, of origin being impossible, does not arise. 

Vedantin : ‘To this our reply is that even so that defect is not 
remedied; the impossibility of origin persists all the same. The 
idea is that the defect of the impossibility of origin does crop 
up from another side. 

How? 

If the idea be this that these four Gods, counting from 
Vasudeva, are entirely different from one another and are yet 
possessed of equal attributes, and that they do not constitute a 
single Self, then it is useless to imgine many Gods, since the 
divine functions can be accomplished by a single one. Besides, 
this goes against their own conclusion, inasmuch as it is admitted 
that God as Vasudeva alone is the supreme Reality. 

Again, if the position be this that these four forms belong to 
a single God, though they have equal attributes, still the impos- 
sibility of origin remains where it was. For in the absence of 
any distinguishing quality, Sarhkarsana cannot spring from 
Vasudeva, nor can Pradyumna from Sarnkarsana, or Aniruddha 
from Pradyumna. As between the cause and effect, some dis- 
tinction has got to be admitted as existing, as in the case of clay 
and a pot, for unless some peculiarity exists, it is not possible to 
distinguish them as cause and effect. But in any one or all of 
them, counting from Vasudeva, the followers of the Paficaratra 
school do not admit anv distinction created by degrees of 
knowledge, majesty, etc.; for they believe that all the forms are 
but Vasudeva without any distinction. Besides, these forms of 
God cannot remain confined within the number four, since 
they believe that the whole universe, starting from Brahma and 
ending with a clump of grass, is but a form of God. 
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fasfatareat Usui 
a And fasfatarg owing to contradiction. 


45. Besides, (in this scripture) many contradictions are met 
with and it runs counter to the Vedas. 


And in the scripture of the Bhagavatas many kinds of con- 
tradiction are in evidence, concerning, for instance, qualities and 
the things qualified. Thus one comes across beliefs like this. ‘The 
qualities, viz the power of knowledge and divinity, physical 
strength, heroism, and boldness, are nothing but so many selves 
and they are the same as Vasudeva, the Lord. Moreover, this 
scripture contradicts the Vedas, since it is seen to cast a slur 
on the Vedas by declaring, “Not finding the highest good in 
the four Vedas, Sandilya studied this scripture”. Therefore it is 
concluded that this assumption 1s illogical. 


SEcTION III 


Topic 1: ORIGIN OF SPACE 


Introduction: In various places in the Upanisads we come 
across texts dealing with creation etc. which seem to represent 
different schools of thought. Some mention the origin of space, 
while others do not; similarly some mention the origin of air, 
while some do not; so also with regard to the individual soul 
and the organs and senses. In the same way, contradiction is 
met with in the different Upanisads in the matter of the order 
of creation etc. The ground for ignoring the opponents’ points 
of view was shown to be their self-contradiction. So our own 
point of view may run the risk of being ignored on that very 
ground of self-contradiction. Hence begins the succeeding 
amplification (in two sections) for clarifying the purport of 
all the Upanisadic texts about creation. And when that purport 
is Clarified, the result achieved will of course be the removal 
of the doubt already mentioned. So to begin with, it is being 
considered about space as to whether it has any origin or not. 

Pseudo-V edantin: As to that, it is being propounded: 


a feaqreya: nen 


a Not fara space wa: because not heard of. 


1. Space is not (a created thing), since this is not heard of in 
(some of) the Upanisads. 


Space does not certainly originate. 

Why? 

“Since this is not heard of.” There is no mention of it in the 
context dealing with creation. For in the Chandogya Upanisad 
occurs the text, “O amiable one, all this was but Existence in 
the beginning—one without a second” (VI. u. 1), where 
Brahman, called Existence, is presented as the topic, and then 
with regard to this Brahman, it is said, “That deliberated” and 
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“That created fire” (VI. ii. 3), where fire, (usually) occupying 
the middle place among the five great elements, is placed first 
and mention is made of the creation of (only) the three elements 
fire, water, and food (earth). Vedic texts are the valid means 
to us in the matter of generating knowledge about the super- 
sensuous things. And no text is in evidence here proving the 
origin of space. Hence space has no birth. 


afer J ua 
q But afea there is. 


2. But there is (a mention of the origin of space). 


Opponent : The word “but” is used to indicate the preference 
for another point of view. Space might not have been mentioned 
as having any origin in the Chandogya Upanisad, but it is (so 
mentioned) in another Upanisad. After starting with, “Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman” (Tai. II. i. 1), the followers of 
the Taittiriya recension recite thus, “From that Self, that is 
such, originated space” (II. i. 1). Thereby the two Upanisads 
come into conflict, inasmuch as creation starts in one with fire, 
and in another with space. 

Vedantin : Is it not proper that these two Upanisadic passages 
should be reconciled? 

Opponent: They should truly be reconciled; but it is not 
known how to do so. 

Why? 

For the creator who is mentioned only once in, “That created 
fire’ (Ch. VI. ii. 3), cannot reasonably be brought (simulta- 
neously) into association with two created things (fire and 
space) by asserting, “That created fire, That created.-space”. 

Vedantin : Is not an agent, mentioned but once, seen to have 
(successive) connection with two different acts, as in the state- 
ment, “He cooks rice after cooking a curry’? Similarly we can 
connect the creator with the two created things by saying, 
“That created fire after creating space.” 

Opponent : That is not logical. For in the Chandogya, fire is 
understood as the first creation, whereas in the Taittiriya space 
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comes first. And both cannot be the first creation. Hereby is 
also exposed the contradiction involved in other Vedic texts. 
Thus in the text, “From that Self, which is such, originated 
space” (Tai. II. i. 1), the ablative case (in atmanab—from the 
Self) and origination are mentioned but once; now to connect 
these two (ablative case and origination) with both space and 
fire at the same time to imply, “From that originated space, from 
that originated fire”, will not be logical. Besides, a different pro- 
cess is mentioned in the text, “From air came fire” (Tai. II. i)}. 
Faced with this contradition, somebody else says: 


TOTAEAATT gM 


mit Secondary aaraata because of impossibility. 


3. (The Upanisadic passage about creation of space has) a 
secondary sense, for real creation is impossible. 


Pseudo-Vedantin: Space has no origin, just because there is 
no Vedic mention. As for the other text quoted as speaking of 
the origin of space, that must have “a secondary sense”’. 

Why? 

“Because of impossibility”, for it is not possible to establish 
the origin of space so long as the followers of the views of the 
venerable Kanabhuk (i.e. Vaisesikas) live. For they set aside the 
theory of the origin of space just because of the absence of the 
requisite causes. All that is seen to originate, does so from the 
inherent (material), non-inherent (concomitant), and efficient 
causes. And an inherent cause of an object is constituted by an 
abundance of substance of the same class. But for space there 
can be no such abundance of any substance of the same class, 
which can constitute its inherent cause; nor is there any con- 
junction of such substances which can be accepted as the non- 
inherent cause from which space can emerge. And since these 
two causes are absent, any efficient cause for space, which func- 


1Just as the Chandogya contradicts Taittiriya, so also the latter con- 
tradicts the former. First, the precedence of fire in Chandogya is irrecon- 
cilable. Secondly, in Taittiriya, air is the source of fire; in Chandogya, 
the Self is the source. 
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tions when these are favourable, becomes a far cry. In the case 
of fire, etc., however, which have origin, it is possible for them 
to have some peculiarity before and after creation; for instance, 
such phenomena (or effect) as illumination do not exist before 
their creation, but they come to exist after creation. But for 
space, no such peculiarity can be conceived of either before or 
after creation. For before the creation of space, what indeed 
can be conceived of as existing without space, interstices, or 
cavities? Moreover, space is proved to be without any origin on 
account of its being different in nature from earth etc. and 
owing to its characteristics of all-pervasiveness etc. Hence, just 
as we meet with such expressions in common usage as, ‘““Make 
space (1.e. room)”, “Space (room) is provided”, and so on, in 
which the word space is used in a secondary sense (to mean 
room); or just as there are references to the differences in the 
same space in a secondary sense in such expressions as, “the 
space in a pot’, “the space in a jar”, “the space in a house”; or 
just as there are such expressions even in the Vedas as, “They 
sacrifice the forest-animals in the spaces”; similarly the Vedic 
texts about creation are to be understood in a secondary (or 
figurative) sense. 


eater lNyvil 
q And asarq from Vedic texts. 


4. And (this is borne out) by Vedic texts. 


Pseudo-Vedantin : The Vedas as a matter of fact, declare the 
birthlessness of space, since it is stated, “Now the subtle—it is 
air and space. It is immortal” (Br. II. iii. 3); for that which is 
immortal cannot have an origin. And the text “It is all-pervasive 
and eternal like space”, while comparing Brahman with space in 
respect of the attributes of omnipresence and eternality, also 
indicates that space has those two characteristics. As such, space 
cannot reasonably be maintained to have an origin. There 1s 
also the statement, ‘“This Self is to be known to be as infinite 
as this space’, as also the texts, “Brahman has space as Its body” 
(Tai. I. vi. 2), “Space is the Self” (Tai. I. vii. 1). If space had 
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an origin, it could not have been used as an attribute of Brahman, 
like blueness in the case of a lotus. So it is understood that 
Brahman is ever on a par with space. 


PAT TRAISTAT UMN 


q And end it is possible wmeq for the same (word) ag- 
qeq-Fq like the word Brahman. 


5. And it is possible for the same word (“originated”) to have 
(primary and secondary senses) like the word Brabman. 


This aphorism follows in succession the series of objections 
raised about the word “originated”. 

It may be objected thus: How can the single word “origi- 
nated” occurring in the context, “From that Self, which is such, 
originated space” (Tai. II. 1. 1), have the primary sense when 
used at a later stage in connection with the words fire and the 
rest which come subsequently, whereas it has a secondary sense 
when used (earlier) in connection with space? 

Pseudo-Vedantin: Therefore the reply is being given. Just 
as the word Brahman can have primary and secondary senses 
with reference to different objects, so also the same word “origi- 
nated” can have primary and secondary meanings with reference 
to different objects. As for instance, the same word Brahman 
has a secondary sense with reference to food etc. (in the expres- 
sions “Food is Brahman” etc.), occurring in the context, “Try to 
know Brahman through concentration of mind; concentration 
is Brahman” (Tai. III. 2); but it has a primary sense with regard 
to Bliss (in “He knew Bliss to be Brahman”—Tai III. vi.) in 
the same context; or as the word Brahman is used by way of 
courtesy with regard to concentration which is a means to the 
knowledge of Brahman, but directly (in the primary sense) in 
connection with the Brahman to be known; similar is the case 
here. 

Objection: If, again, space has no origin, how can the declara- 
tion, “(Brahman is) one only without a second” (Ch. VI. ui. 1), 
be supported? For does not Brahman come to have a second to 
Itself by the presence of space? How then can it be true that 
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all becomes known when Brahman is known (for the unpro- 
duced space remains still unknown)? 

Pseudo-Vedantin: That is being answered. The text, “One 
only” can be justified when considered with reference to (the 
absence of) Its own effects (before creation). Somebody, for 
instance, who had seen clay, turning rod, and potter’s wheel at 
the potter’s house on the previous day and then notices next day 
different kinds of vessels spread about, might say, “It was all 
but clay alone the other day”. What he would imply by that 
declaration would be that the products of clay alone did not 
exist on the previous day, but not that the rod etc. also were 
not there. Similarly the text (“without a second”) speaking about 
(the) non-existence of a second rules out any other ordainer: 
unlike the potter who is observed to be an ordainer apart from 
the clay which is the material cause of the earthen vessels, there 
is no other ordainer for the universe apart from Brahman which 
is its material cause. And it cannot be that Brahman becomes 
associated with a second entity owing merely to the presence of 
space. Multiplicity is created by differences in the characteristics 
(of entities). But it is not a fact that before creation Brahman 
and space have different characteristics; because like milk and 
water in a mixture, they both (then) possess the common 
properties of pervasiveness, want of features, (partlessness, 
formlessness), etc. At the time of creation, however, Brahman 
becomes active for producing the universe, while the other (viz 
space) remains motionless; and hence it is thought that they are 
different. In this way also the identity of Brahman and space 
in a secondary sense stands proved according to such Vedic 
texts as, “Brahman has space as Its body” (Tai. I. vi. 2). And 
thus also is proved the attainment of omniscience through the 
knowledge of Brahman. Moreover, whatever has origin, origi- 
mates in some space and time that are non-separate from the 
space and time of space itself, which again is non-separate from 
Brahman. So when Brahman and Its effects are known, space 
also becomes known ipso facto. Just as the few drops of water 
thrown into a potful of milk become taken up when the milk 
itself is taken, for when the milk is taken up, the drops of 
water do not stand apart to be taken up separately, so also when 

29 
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Brahman is known, space becomes known as a matter of course, 
for space does not stand apart from Brahman and Its effects 
either in space or time. Hence the Vedic text about the origin 
of space has a figurative sense. 

Vedantin: Such being the position, the aphorist says: 


sfassefaoafataregedea: <I 


sfast-aterfa: ‘The declaration stands unaffected aeqfatarq 
from the non-difference (of effects); aeéyq: (confirmed) from 
Vedic texts. 


6. The (Vedic) assertion (that “all things become known 
when the one is known”) can remain unaffected only if all the 
effects are non-different from Brabman; and this is confirmed by 
Vedic texts. 


In all the Upanisads, individually, we come across a declara- 
tion on the following line, “That by knowing which all that is 
not heard becomes heard, all that is not thought becomes 
thought, all that is not known becomes known” (Ch. VI. i. 3), 
“All this becomes known, my dear, when the Self is seen 
through hearing, thinking, and meditation” (Br. IV. v. 6), 
“What is that, sir, by knowing which all this becomes known?” 
(Mu. I. i. 3), “There is no knowledge of all outside Myself”. 
“That declaration can remain unaffected”, unhampered, “only 
if all things (without exception) are non-different from the 
Brahman” that is to be known. For if anything be different from 
Brahman, the declaration that ‘‘all becomes known when one is 
known” will be stultified. And that non-difference can be up- 
held justifiably only if all things without exception originate 
from Brahman alone. And it is in accordance with the logic of 
the identity of the material cause and its effects, that the justi- 
fiability of the declaration is revealed in the Vedic texts them- 
selves. It is precisely for this reason that the declaration is first 
made in, “That by which the things unheard become heard”, 
and then this declaration is confirmed with the illustrations of 
clay etc. which are calculated to establish the non-difference of 
cause and effect. It is in affirmation of this very fact that the 
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subsequent texts, “O amiable one, all this was Existence alone 
in the beginning, one without a second” (Ch. VI. 11. 2), “It saw 
(or thought), It created fire’ (Ch. VI. ii. 3) show that 
the effects arise from Brahman; and then non-difference is 
shown in the texts starting with, “All this has that alone 
as its Self’ (Ch. VI. vii. 7), till the end of the sixth 
Prapathaka. Now if space be not a product of Brahman, it 
will remain unknown even when Brahman is known. But 
that will undo the declaration. It is not proper, however, 
to invalidate the Vedas by hurting this declaration. So also 
in every Upanisad, the appropriate texts establish that very 
declaration with the help of suitable illustrations, for instance, 
“,..and this all are the Self” (Br. II. iv. 6), “All that is in front 
is but the immortal Brahman” (Mu. II. i. 11), and so on. 
Accordingly, space also originates just like fire and the rest. The 
assertion is unjustifiable that space has no origin because of the 
absence of any such Vedic statement; for another Vedic text, 
speaking of the origin of space, was quoted earlier, viz “From 
this Self that is such, originated space” (Tai II. i. 2). 

Opponent: True it was quoted, but this conflicts with this 
other text, “That created fire” (Ch. VI. 11. 3). 

Vedantin : No, for all the Vedic texts have a unity of purport, 
(that is to say, they can be reconciled). 

Opponent: Let the non-contradictory texts have a unity of 
purport (and be reconcilable). But contradictions have been 
pointed out here to the effect that the creator who is heard of 
only once cannot be connected with two things to be created, 
that the two things cannot both be born first, and that there can 
be no possibility of alternativeness (in either of the two being 
the first). 

Vedantin : That is no defect, for the creation of fire is heard 
of third in the Taittirlya Upanisad in, “From that Self which is 
such, was born space, from space air, and from air fire” (II. i. 2). 
And this text cannot be construed in any other way, whereas 
the Chandogya text can be interpreted thus, “Having created 
space and air, That (Brahman) created fire” (Ch. VI. ii. 3). This 
(latter) text, which has for its main purport the presentation of 
the birth of fire, cannot rule out the birth of space well known 
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in other Upanisads, for the same single sentence cannot operate 
in two ways.” The creator, though one, can create many prod- 
ucts in succession. And since there is a possibility of maintain- 
ing a unity of purport (among the texts by reconciling them), a 
Vedic text should not be abandoned by imagining some con- 
tradictory meaning. Again, it is not a fact that we want to 
connect the same creator, heard of only once, with the two 
things (space and fire) that are to be created; rather a second 
thing to be created is drawn upon on the authority of another 
(i.e. Taittirlya) Upanisad.? Besides, just as the direct mention 
of the creation of everything from Brahman in the text, “All 
this is certainly Brahman, for everything is born from, rests in, 
and merges in Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 1), does not overrule 
the order of creation stated elsewhere with fire as the first (Ch. 
VI. ii. 3), similarly the Vedic mention of creation of fire from 
Brahman cannot rule out the order of creation with space in 
the forefront as mentioned in another (i.e. Taittirlya) Upanisad. 

Opponent: Is not the sentence, “Everything is born from, 
rests in, and merges in Brahman; worship with calmness” (Ch. 
III. xiv. 1), meant for enjoining (meditation with) tranquillity? 
This is not a passage about creation, so that it cannot overrule 
the order of creation established elsewhere (in the Chandogya 
Upanisad). The text, “That created fire”, however, speaks of 
creation itself, so that the order as stated there in the (Chan- 
dogya Upanisad, VI. ii. 3) has to be accepted. 

Vedantin: To this the answer is, no; for the entity space, as 
established in another Upanisad, cannot be rejected just because 
fire has got the first place (somewhere); for an order follows 
the nature of things. Moreover, in the text, “That created fire”, 
no (explicit) word indicating order is in evidence, the order 
being posited (merely) from the implication of the sentence. 
That, however, is ruled out by the order known from another 
Upanisad, viz “from air comes fire” (Tai. II. 1). As for assign- 
ing the first place to space and fire, either alternatively or 


*If ic means the creation of fire, it cannot also mean the non-creation of 
space. 

*We arc not open to the charge of making one sentence of Chandogya 
serve two purposes; we rather rely on two sentences. 
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jointly, that is ruled out because of impossibility and non-accept- 
ance (by the Upanisads). Hence there is no contradiction 
between the two texts. Moreover, the assertion, “That by 
knowing which things unheard become heard”, is found at the 
commencement. For confirming this statement, one has to 
include space among the things created, though it is not men- 
tioned (there in the Chandogya). That being so, it is all the 
more unreasonable not to take space into account, though It is 
mentioned in the Taittiriya Upanisad: 

And the statement was made that space being non-different 
from everything so far as the time-space relation is concerned, 
it becomes known, as a matter of course, along with Brahman 
and Its products, and that hence the declaration (“everything 
becomes known when one is known’’) is not compromised, nor 
is the Vedic text “one without a second” contradicted, for like 
milk and water (mixed together), Brahman and space can 
reasonably be non-different. As to this, our answer is that this 
fact of everything becoming known through the knowledge of 
one is not to be understood on the analogy of milk and water. 
From the presentation of the illustrations of clay etc. (in the 
Upanisad) it is to be understood that this all-knowingness is to 
be explained rather in conformity with the logic of the (non- 
difference of the) material and its products. If omniscience is 
understood in conformity with the illustration of milk and 
water, it will not be perfect knowledge, for the knowledge of 
water acquired through the knowledge of milk is not a com- 
plete knowledge at all. And it cannot be argued that like men, 
the Vedas also ascertain a thing through delusive, equivocal, or 
deceptive statements etc. Moreover, if the emphatic statement, 
“One without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 2), be interpreted on the 
analogy of milk and water, it will be adversely affected. It is 
not also proper to assert that this all-knowingness (i.e. the 
knowledge of everything arising from the knowledge of one), 
as also the state of being one without a second, relates only to 
one particular feature of a substance, viz the modifications of 
itself; for in that case these statements will be equally valid even 
in the cases of clay etc.,4 so that they have no need to be 

“All modifications of clay are known by knowing clay. So this should 
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presented (in the Upanisad) as unique truths (not known except 
through the Upanisads), as it is actually done in the text, “O 
Svetaketu, now that you appear to be so conccited, proud of 
your knowledge, and irreverent, did you inquire about that 
subject of instruction after knowing which all that is unheard 
becomes heard?” etc. (Ch. VI. 1. 2-3). Hence it is to be under- 
stood that the all-knowingness is concerned with the knowledge 
of everything without exception, and that this statement is made 
from the point of view that everything is an effect of Brahman. 
As for the statement that the Vedic text about the origin of 
space is to be taken in a secondary sense, since the creation of 
space in the primary sense is impossible, our reply is this: 


mater I feat srraq well 


q But faary: separateness (is present) araq-faaray wherever 
there is a modification (i.e. effect), alnaq as it 1s noticeable 
in the world. 


7. But (space is a product); for separateness persists wherever 
there is an effect, as it is seen in the world. 


The word “but” is used for barring out any apprehension 
of impossibility. In the matter of the possibility of the creation 
of space, no doubt should be entertained. Whatever is known 
as a product in this world—hbe it a pot, a pitcher, or a jar; a 
bracelet, an armlet, or an ear-drop, a needle, an arrow, or a 
sword—everything is seen to be a separate entity; but nothing 
that is not a product is seen to be separate (as for instance the 
Self). And space is known to be separate from earth etc., hence 
space also must be a product. Hereby it is also explained how 
directions, time, mind, and atoms are also products. 

Opponent: Is not the Self also separate from space etc, and 
so does It not also become a product like a pot etc.? 

Vedantin: No, for there is the Vedic text, “From the Self 


constitute all-knowingness. And vessels being non-different from clay, 
clay should be “without a second”. But this is absurd, because the Vedas 
are not meant for such commonplace information. 
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arose space” (Tai. II. i. 3). Now, if even the Self be a product, 
then since nothing higher than the Self is heard of (as the cause), 
all the products counting from space will be without a Self (i.e. 
ultimate substance), just because the Self is itself a product. 
And this will give rise to nihilism. Any idea of the possibility 
of denying the existence of the Self is illogical, just because it 
is the Self.5 The Self is not an adventitious effect of any cause, 
it being self-established.6 For the Self of any one does not 
require to be revealed to any one with the help of any other 
means.’ For such means of knowledge as perception etc., that 
are taken up for proving the existence of other things that 
remain unknown, belong to this very Self.8 Not that space and 
other things are understood by any one to be self-established, 
independently of other means of knowledge. But the Self being 
the basis of all such empirical dealings as the use of the means 
of knowledge, stands there as a postulate even prior to the use 
of those means. And it is not possible to deny such a Self; for 
it is an adventitious thing alone that can be repudiated, but not 
so one’s own nature. The Self constitutes the very nature of the 
man who would deny it. The heat of fire cannot be denied by 
the fire itself. Thus it is that when a man says, “It is I myself 
who know the present object now, it is I who know the past 
and the remote past, and it is I who-shall know the future and 
the remote future”, it is seen that though the object to be 
known has different modes varying with the past, present, and 
future, the knower remains unchanged; for he has the nature of 
being ever present. Similarly even when the body is reduced to 
ashes, the Self is not reduced to nothing, Its nature being such 


®Does the onc who would deny the Self exist or not? If he exists, he 
is himself the Self; if he does not exist then the denial is not possible. 

‘Its existence and revelation are not dependent on any other cause. It 
could be denied if it were a dependent effect. 

TThe all-pervading Self is self-cffulgent” (Br. IV. iii. 9), “By his light 
all this is lighted variously” (Ka. II. ii. 15). 

*®Qn what need one depend for proving the existence of that Self, 
through whose grace all such things as the knower, means of knowledge, 
object of knowledge, and cognition derive their substance?”—Suresvara- 
carya. So the Self precedes all these means of knowledge, and they are 
valid by depending on It. 
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that It is ever present; and precisely because of this it is not 
possible to conceive of any change in Its nature. Thus owing to 
this very fact of its nature of being undeniable, the Self is not a 
product, whereas space etc. are products. 

As for the argument that (for its own production) space has 
not got an abundance of material substance of the same class 
(which can produce it), that is being refuted. For one thing, 
there is no such rule that things of the same class, and not of 
different classes, produce an effect. For the yarns and their 
conjunction (constituting the inherent and non-inherent causes 
of the cloth) do not belong to the same class; since they are 
classified as substance and quality. Nor do the instrumental 
causes, e.g. the shuttle, the loom, etc., belong invariably to the 
same class. It may be argued that this rule about belonging to 
the same class, is upheld in the case of the inherent causes only, 
but not in the case of other (non-inherent and instrumental) 
causes. But that too is not universally true. For it is seen that a 
single rope is made of cotton yarn and cow’s hair belonging 
to different classes; so also they weave chequered blankets with 
cotton yarn and wool etc. If, however, this rule be upheld by 
relying on the common properties of having existence, substance, 
etc., then the rule itself becomes useless, for in that case any- 
thing can belong to the same class as any other. Again, there is 
no such rule that an effect is produccd by a multiplicity of 
things, but not by one, single cause; for in the cases of an atom 
and the mind, an initial activity has to be admitted, it being 
upheld (by you) that an atom or a mind starts its own initial 
activity by itself, and not in conjunction with any other 
thing.® 

Opponent: The rule about a multiplicity (of materials) pro- 
ducing an effect relates to the production of things (and not 
production as such). 

Vedantin: Not so, for what is admitted (by you) is trans- 
formation (as against emergence out of nothing, advocated by 


*Conjunction is the non-inherent cause of a dyad (produced through 
the conjunction of two atoms); and it is also the cause of cognition 
(produced by the conjunction of mind and soul). For these conjunctions, 
an initial activity is admitted in the atom and the mind respectively. 
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the Vaisesikas). The above rule can be true if it be a fact that 
a material cause, in association with conjunction, produces an 
entirely new thing; but as a matter of fact, the position upheld 
is that the very same material comes to be called an effect when 
it attains a different state with certain peculiarities. And there, 
again, sometimes many things get transformed into a single 
effect, as for instance, earth, seed, etc. into a sprout and some- 
times a single thing gets transformed, as milk into curd etc. 
There is no divine ukase that only a multiplicity of (material) 
causes must produce an effect. Hence on the authority of the 
Vedic texts it is firmly ascertained that the universe sprang from 
the one Brahman alone in a regular order beginning with the 
origin of the great elements, space and the rest. And thus it has 
been stated, “If it be said that Brahman cannot be the cause, 
since one is seen to collect materials (for the performance of 
an act) then we say, no; for it is possible on the analogy of milk 
(turning into curd)” (B. S. ID. 1. 24). 

And the assertion is false that no such distinction between the 
conditions of space before and after its creation can be con- 
ceived of as can make the creation of space a possibility. For it 
can be understood that the very distinctive attribute (of sound) 
by virtue of which space becomes distinguished from earth etc. 
at present and is comprehended as having an individual nature 
of its own, (that very distinctive attribute) did not exist before 
creation. And from the Vedic texts, “Brahman is without space”, 
it can be understood that Brahman is free from the character- 
istics of space, just as much as it is known from such Vedic 
passages as, “not gross, not fine” (Br. III. viii. 8), that Brahman 
is not possessed of such attributes as grossness etc. that belong 
to (Its products) earth etc. Thus it is proved that before crea- 
tion Brahman was without space. 

The assertion is wrong that space is birthless owing to its 
being dissimilar in character to earth and the rest. For the logical 
position is that when an inference about the impossibility of 
origin contradicts a Vedic text, it stands condemned as fallacious. 
And we showed the inference about the creation (of space). 
Such syllogisms also can be used as: Space is impermanent like 
a pot, since it is the substratum of impermanent attributes. 
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Opponent : This inference does not hold good in the case of 
the Self.?° 

Vedantin: Not so, for the possession of any impermanent 
attribute is impossible for the Self according to one who holds 
on to the Upanisads. And the possession of all-pervasiveness etc. 
by space is impossible according to one who believes in the 
origin of space. 

As for the assertions that space is eternal on the authority of 
the Vedas (B. S. II. iti. 4), we say that the Vedic mention of 
immortality of space in that text (Br. II. 111. 3) is to be under- 
stood in the same sense as the statement, “The heavenly beings 
are immortal”; for origin and dissolution of space have been 
expounded earlier. Even when it is said, “(The Self is) all- 
pervasive and eternal like space”, the comparison is made with 
the well-known vastness of space, so as to reveal the Self’s 
unsurpassable vastness, but not to equate the Self with space. 
This is like the declaration, ‘““The sun runs like an arrow”, 
where the point of comparison is the quickness of motion, but 
not any equality of speed with the arrow. Hereby is explained 
the Vedic text expounding infinitude through illustration.!? 

Besides, from such texts as, “Greater than space”, space 
is proved to have lesser dimensions than Brahman. And the 
text, “There is nothing to compare with Him” (Sv. IV. 19), 
shows that Brahman is incomparable. The text, “Everything else 
but this is perishable” (Br. III. iv. 2), shows that all things— 
space and the rest—other than Brahman are perishable. And the 
argument that the birth of space is mentioned in the Vedas in a 
secondary sense, like the term Brahman used in a secondary 
sense to mean tapas (concentration), has been refuted with the 
help of Vedic texts and inference proving the origin of space. 
Hence it is established that space is a product of Brahman. 


” The Self possesses such impermanent qualities as will, intelligence, 
endeavour; and yet your Vedantins call the Self eternal. 

The reference is to such Upanisadic passages as, “The illustration is: 
just as space is infinite so also is the Self infinite”, where the Self being 
a greater entity cannot be equated with a lesser entity like space, possessed 
of origin and destruction as it is. 7 
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Topic 2: Or1ciIN oF AR 


Uda Aldteal SaREMTa: lsh 


udat By this arafceat air sqreqra: stands explained. 
8. Hereby is explained air. 


This aphorism extends (to air) the conclusion (about origin) 
already stated. “Hereby”, by this explanation of space, matari- 
Svan, “air”, supported by space, also stands explained.” In its 
case also (as in that of space), the opposing viewpoints are to 
be suitably formulated (and answered) thus: One viewpoint 1s 
that air has no origin, since this is not stated in the context 
dealing with creation in the Chandogya Upanisad. The other 
view is that this is mentioned in the context of creation in the 
Taittirlya Upanisad: “Air came out from space” (II. 1). From 
this it follows according to another view that since the Upanisads 
are at variance, the text about the origin of air must bear a 
secondary sense; for air can have no origin, since that is impos- 
sible. And the impossibility is shown with the support of the 
text, “This then is the deity, called air, that never sets” (i.e. 
ceases from action) (Br. I. v. 22), where setting down is denied, 
and also in accordance with the Vedic statement of its immor- 
tality etc. The (Vedantin’s) conclusion is that air must have 
an origin, because it is thus that the declaration (“everything 
becomes known when one is known’’) is not set at naught, and 
because it is admitted that separateness persists wherever there 
is a product (B. S. II. iii. 6-7). The denial about air ever going 
to rest is made within the range of inferior knowledge (of 
Hiranyagarbha); it is a relative one in the sense that air is not 
seen to go to rest like fire and the rest. And the Vedic mention 
of immortality etc. as in, “Air and inter-space—these are 
immortal” has already been explained (as relative). 

Opponent: Since in the contexts of creation, the origin or 
non-origin of air and space is mentioned or not mentioned 
equally by the Vedas, let there be a single topic (adhikarana in 
the Vedanta-sittras) comprising both. So why should you resort 
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to a process of extension of application when no special point 
is at issue? 

The (Vedantin’s) answer is: This is quite so. Still this exten- 
sion of application is resorted to for removing the doubt from 
those people of poor intellect who base their misconceptions 
merely on words. For after hearing of the gloriousness of air as 
a thing to be meditated on, as stated in connection with the 
contemplation on merger (Samvarga-vidya—Ch. IV. iii. 1-4) 
etc., and from such facts as the denial of its setting down, some 
one might be led to believe that air is eternal. 


Topic 3: OriciIn or BRAHMAN DENIED 


TAPAACY AUST: Welt 
q But garaq: impossible qq: for Existence (Brahman) 
ad : owing to illogicality. 


9. But (origin) for Existence (Brabman) is impossible on 
account of illogicality. 


Hearing that even space and air, whose birth seems to be 
impossible, have still an origin, somebody might be led to think 
that Brahman too must have some source of origin. Again, 
hearing that all subsequent products come out of space etc., 
which are themselves products, somebody might think that 
space also, in its turn, sprang from Brahman which is Itself a 
product. This aphorism, “But origin is impossible”, stands for 
removing that misconception. It should never be conceived that 
Brahman which is Existence by nature can come out of, 1.e. 
originate from, anything else. 

Why? 

“On account of illogicality”. Brahman, being mere Existence, 
cannot certainly originate from that pure Existence Itself. For in 
the absence of some distinguishing feature a causal relationship 
cannot be reasonably maintained. Nor can Brahman be derived 
from a particular form of Existence, as that goes against 
common experience; for particulars are seen to emerge from the 
general, as pot etc. from clay, but not the general from the 
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particulars. Nor can Brahman came out of non-existence, for 
non-existence is without any substance. Besides, an objection (to 
this) is contained in the text, “How can existence come out of 
non-existence?” (Ch. VI. ii. 2). And a creator of Brahman is 
denied in the text, “He is the cause, the ordainer of those who 
stand as causes,!2 He has no begetter, nor any ordainer” (Sv. 
VI. 9). Again, we pointed to (texts telling of) the origin of space 
and air; but Brahman has no (such text about Its) origin. This 
is the difference. 

Opponent : Since it is seen that products come out from other 
things that are themselves products, Brahman also should be a 
product. 

Vedantin : No, for unless a primary material cause is admitted, 
it will all end in an infinite regress. And whatever is understood 
to be the primary cause will itself be our Brahman. Hence there 
is no possibility of conflict.18 


Toric 4: OricIn or Fire 


THISAA WS lott 
aa: Fire aa: from this one, fg because arg (it) says qayT so. 


10. Fire originates from this one (i.e. air); for the Upanisad 
Says SO. 


Opponent: In the Chandogya Upanisad, fire is spoken of as 
originating from Existence (VI. ii. 3), whereas in the Taittiriya 
Upanisad it is spoken of as originating from air (II..i. 2). Now 
then, since there is a conflict in the Upanisads about the source 
of fire, the conclusion drawn is that fire has Brahman as its 
source. 

Why? 


*Or “the ordainer of the ordainers of the sense-organs” according to a 
different reading. 

Unless some cause is admitted, chance will have full sway. Unless a 
beginningless cause is accepted the door will be opened for infinite 
regress. To accept a cause without a beginning will lead to our belief in 
Brahman, for all such causes as primordial Nature were negated earlier. 
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Because the introduction is made with, “In the beginning it 
was Existence alone” (Ch. VI. 11. 3), and then it is said, “That 
created fire” (ibid.); because the declaration about “everything 
becoming known through the knowledge of one” becomes pos- 
sible if everything originates from Brahman; also because there 
is the general text, “Everything originates from That, rests in 
That, and merges in That” (Ch. IIf. xiv); and lastly because in 
another Upanisad the introduction is made with, “From this 
arises vital force” (Mu. II. i. 3), and then it is shown that every- 
thing without exception is born of Brahman.** In the Taittiriya 
(Upanisad) also we come across the text, “Having practised 
tapas (concentrated deliberation), He created all that there is” 
(III. vi. 1), where an all-comprehensive statement is made. 
Accordingly, the statement, “From air came fire” (Tai. II. i. 2), 
is made from the standpoint of subsequent occurrence, meaning 
thereby that fire originated (from Brahman) after air. 

Vedantin : This being the position, the answer is offered that 
fire comes out from this air. 

How can this be so? 

For that is how the Upanisad says, “From air came fire”. If 
fire had directly originated from Brahman without any inter- 
mediary, and if it had not come out of air, the text, “From air 
came fire’, would be falsified. 

Opponent : Did we not say that this text would mean a subse- 
quent occurrence? 

Vedantin: We say, not so. For in the earlier text, “From that 
Self, that is such, was born space” (Tai. II. 1. 1), the word 
(atmanahb—from the) Self, occurring as the ablative (i.e. source) 
of the verb “to be born” has the fifth case-ending (“from’’). In 
the text under discussion as well that topic of “being born” 
holds the field. Again, in the subsequent text, “From earth were 
born herbs” (Tai. II. i. 3), where also origination holds sway, we 
come across the fifth case-ending in the ablative sense. Hence it 
is understood that in the text, “From air came fire’, the fifth 
case-ending that occurs (after air, “from air”) is used in the 


* “From this is born vital force, mind, and all the senses, and space, air, 
fire, water, and the earth that supports all.” 
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ablative sense (meaning “fire was born from air’). Moreover, to 
arrive at the meaning, “After air was born fire”, you have to 
fancy the association (of the verb) with some word (e.g. 
“airdhvam—after”) as prefixed to it; whereas the sense (of 
“origination from”) conveyed by the (fifth) case-ending in, 
“Fire was born from air”, is already a patent fact. (And a 
patent fact is more powerful than what can be inferentially read 
into a passage). Hence this text conveys the idea of the origina- 
tion of fire from air. 

Opponent: Does not the other text, “That created fire” (Ch. 
VI. u. 3), also convey the idea of the origin of fire from 
Brahman? 

Vedantin : No, for it does not involve any contradiction even 
if that text should imply the birth (ultimately from Brahman) 
in an order of succession. If it is conceived that after creating 
space and air (successively), Brahman, who had assumed the 
form of air, (next) produced fire, even then it will involve no 
contradiction to have Brahman as its (ultimate) origin. This is 
just like saying, “Her (i.e. cow’s) hot milk, her curd, her cheese” 
etc. And in the text, “He formed Himself into the world by 
Himself” (Tai. II. vii. 1), the Upanisad shows how Brahman 
exists in Its own modifications as their Self. Moreover, we come 
across this Smrti text from the Lord (Sri Krsna), starting with, 
“Intelligence, knowledge, non-delusion” (Gita, X. 4), and ending 
with, ““The diverse characteristics of the creatures originate from 
Me alone” (Gita, X. 5). For although it is known that intelli- 
gence etc. are born directly from their respective causes, still all 
these multitude of entities are derived cither directly or indirectly 
(immediately or mediately) from God. Thus are also explained 
the Vedic texts that do not mention any order of creation, for 
they can be interpreted logically as speaking of the origin from 
Brahman alone in every way (be it mediately or immediately), 
but the texts mentioning an order cannot be interpreted in any 
other way (without the help of an order of creation). The 
declaration (of all things being known from the knowledge of 
one) also has reference only to the derivation of all from 
Existence, and not to any direct origination. Thus, there is no 
contradiction. 
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Topic 5: OriGIN OF WATER 


ATT: ULeU 


11. Water (was born from this fire). 


Water “was born from this fire, for the Upanisad says so”— 
this much has to be supplied at the end of “Water is born from 
this fire.” 

How 1s this known? 

For so says the Upanisad, “That (Existence Brahman) created 
water” (Ch. VI. ii. 3). And in the face of the text, “from fire 
came water” (Tai. II. i. 2), there is no place for doubt. Having 
explained the origin of fire and being about to explain that of 
earth, the aphorist thinks, “I shall insert water in between the 
two, so that it may not be left out”; hence he frames the 
aphorism “water”. 


Topic 6: Oricin oF Eartu 


BID COTE Te AG ce MET 


(Anna—food means) gfya} earth afaar<-eq-aea-aeqteq: on 
the strength of the subject-matter, colour, and other Vedic 
texts. 


12. (The word “food” means) earth on the strength of the 
topic, colour, and other Vedic texts. 


Doubt: We come across the text, “That water deliberated, 
‘Let me be many, let me be born’. That water created food” 
(Ch. VI. ii. 4). With regard to this the doubt arises: “Are 
paddy, barley, etc. (i.e. corn) meant here by the word food, 
or is it some eatable (cooked) food like rice (i.e. articles of 
food), or is it earth?” 

Opponent: Among these, the conclusion to be drawn is that 
the term food means either paddy, barley, etc. or cooked rice 
etc., for the word food is commonly used in these senses. Besides, 
this complementary portion of the Upanisadic passage confirms 
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this view: “Therefore food grows plentifully whenever there is 
rainfall” (Ch. VI. ii. 4). For only paddy, barley, etc., and not 
earth, grow abundantly when there is a rainfall. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we reply: It is earth itself 
that is intended to be conveyed by the word food mentioned as 
growing out of water. 

On what grounds? 

“On the strength of the topic, the colour, and other Vedic 
texts.” As for the topic, it is seen that the text, “That created 
fire, That created water” (Ch. VI. ii. 3), relates to the great 
elements. That being the case, it is not proper to skip over the 
creation of earth that follows in order, and jump suddenly to 
paddy, barley, etc. Similarly the colour mentioned in the com- 
plementary portion of the text also conforms to that of earth: 
“That which is the dark (or gray) colour, belongs to food” 
(Ch. VI. iv. 1-4). For articles of food like rice etc. do not 
invariably have the dark colour, nor do paddy etc. have it, 

Opponent: Not even earth is invariably dark in colour. For 
fields are seen to be whitish like milk and reddish like burning 
charcoal. 

Vedantin: That is no defect. The colour is mentioned from 
the point of view of frequency (preponderance). Earth is most 
generally dark (grey) in colour, but not either white or red. 
The writers of Purana (Pauranikas) also speak of night as the 
shadow of the earth. And night is darkish; therefore it is 
appropriately understood that the earth’s colour is dark. More- 
over, another Vedic text, dealing with the same topic, says, 
“Earth came from water” (Tai. II. i. 2). There is also the text, 
“What was there like scum on the water was solidified and 
became this earth” (Br. I. 11. 2). But paddy etc. are shown as 
growing out of earth, as in, “From the earth grow the herbs, 
and from the herbs food” (Tai. II. i. 2). Thus in the face of 
the topic etc. which set forth earth, how can paddy etc. be 
understood (from anna—food)? Even the fact of that being the 
usual meaning (of the word anna) is ruled out by the topic etc. 
And it is to be understood that when the complementary por- 
tion of the passage mentions that food is produced from earth, 
it merely indicates thereby that it is earth that grew out of 

30 
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water. Accordingly, it is earth that is expressed here by the 
word “food”. 


Topic 7: CREATION FROM Gop’s DELIBERATION 


aafrearaad { ae TMCT: LRN 


q But aq-araeararg from profound meditation on that q@; 
He wa only (created) aq-faarg (as is known) from His 
indicatory marks. 


13. It is He only, who through profound meditation on each 
thing (created it), as is known from His indicatory marks. 


Doubt: Do these elements, space and the rest, create their 
own products by themselves or is it God, existing as the Self 
of these elements, who produces the effects through His pro- 
found meditation? 

Opponent : Faced with this doubt, the conclusion to be arrived 
at is that the elements themselves create. 

Why? 

For in such texts as “From space came air, from air fire” 
(Tai. II. i. 1) we hear of their independence. 

Objection: Is not independent action denied in the case of 
the insentient things? 

Opponent: That is nothing damaging. For we hear of the 
sentience of the elements as well, in such texts as, “That fire 
deliberated, that water deliberated” (Ch. VI. ii. 4). 

Vedantin: As against such a position, it is said: It is God 
Himself, abiding in these elements as their Self, that creates 
every effect through profound meditation. 

How can this be so? 

Because of His indicatory marks. For example, the scriptural 
statement, “He who inhabits the earth but is within it, whom 
the earth does not know, whose body is the earth, and who 
controls the earth from within (is the Internal Ruler, your own 
immortal Self)” (Br. III. vii. 3), and other texts of the same class 
show that the elements have activity only when they are pre- 
sided over by someone else. So also, starting with, “He decided, 
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let me become many, let me be born” (Tai. II. vi. 1), it is stated 
in, “He became the gross and the fine. He created Himself by 
Himself” (ibid.), that He Himself is the Self of all. As for the 
mention of seeing (i.e. deliberation) by water and fire, that is 
to be understood as owing only to the controlling presence of 
God; for the text, “There is no other witness but Him” (Br. 
III. vii. 23) denies the existence of any other seer. Moreover, in 
the text, “He deliberated, let me be many, let me be born” 
(Ch. VI. ii. 3), it is the witnessing Existence (Brahman) that 
forms the topic. 


Topic 8: REVERSE ORDER OF DISSOLUTION 


Fada ] wAtsaA GIT FT Nev 


But aq: as compared with this (order of creation) 7: 
the order (of dissolution) faqygor proceeds in the reverse way, 
q and gqqaq@ (this) is logical. 


14. But as compared with this order of creation, the order of 
dissolution proceeds in a reverse way. This is logical too. 


Doubt: The order of creation of the elements has been 
considered. After that the order of dissolution is being consid- 
ered now, as to whether the dissolution comes about without 
any order, or it follows the order of creation, or it occurs in 
the reverse way. In the Upanisads we hear of all the three—the 
creation, continuance, and dissolution of the elements—as 
dependent on Brahman, as in, “That from which these elements 
emerge, that by which they are sustained after being born, and 
that towards which they proceed and into which they merge” 
(Tai. IT. i. 1). 

Opponent: Now then, with regard to this, the conclusion 
is that there is no set order, as no specification is made; or if 
anyone should search for an order after hearing of a sequence 
stated in the Upanisads with regard to creation, then dissolution 
too may have the same sequence. This is what it comes to. 

Vedantin: Hence we say: As compared with this order of 
creation, dissolution ought to have a reverse order. For the 
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common experience is that the order in which a man ascends a 
stairease, is reversed when he comes down. Besides, it is seen 
that pots, plates, etc., which originate from earth, are reduced 
to earth again when they disintegrate; and ice, hail, etc. formed 
from water return to water. Hence also this is logical that earth 
which originates from water, should at the end of its period of 
continuance as earth, return to water; and water which is born 
out of fire, should merge in fire. It is also to be understood that 
the whole creation enters thus in this order successively into the 
finer and finer causes, and ultimately merges into Brahman 
which is the supreme cause and the acme of fineness. For it is 
not proper that a product should merge into the cause of its 
cause by skipping over its own cause. In the various places in 
the Smrti also, dissolution is shown as occurring in the order 
opposite to that in which creation occurs, as for instance in 
such texts as, “The end of the world comes about thus, O divine 
saint: Earth, the basis of this world, is dissolved in water; water 
dissolves in fire; fire gets absorbed in air; (air dissolves in space, 
and space in the Unmanifested)”( Mbh. XI1.339. 29). The order of 
creation is mentioned in connection with dissolution. Moreover, 
that order is not expected in the case of dissolution, it being 
irrelevant there; because so long as the effect persists, the cause 
cannot logically dissolve, for when the cause gets dissolved, the 
effect cannot continue; but it is quite logical that the cause can 
persist even after the dissolution of the effect; for this is what is 
observed in the case of clay etc. 


Topic 9: THE Oricin oF MIND AND INTELLECT 


are fara wr afeersifafa sarfaatere ugyn 


fasta-aaat Intellect and mind (must find a place somewhere) 
aera in between aay in sequence aq-fer~Tqy owing to indi- 
catory marks of their existence gfa aq if such be the view, 
q not so afaaarg for that creates no difference. 


15. If it be contended that the intellect and mind must find 
accomr‘odation in some order in some intermediate stage, 
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because indicatory marks of their existence are in evidence, then 
mot so, because their presence creates no difference (1.e. does 
not disturb the order of creation or dissolution). 


Opponent : It has been stated that the creation and dissolution 
occur in the direct and reverse orders respectively. It has also 
been stated that creation starts from the Self and dissolution 
ends in the Self. Now in the Smrtis and Vedas the existence of 
mind together with the senses, as also of the intellect, is a well- 
known fact, as is evident from such indicatory marks in the 
texts as, “Know the intellect to be the charioteer, and the mind 
to be the rein. They say that the senses are the horses” (Ka. 
I. 1. 3). Their creation and dissolution in an orderly way must 
also be placed within some intermediate stage, for all things are 
claimed to have originated from Brahman. Moreover, in the 
Upanisad of the Atharva Veda, under the topic dealing with 
creation, the senses are enumerated in between the Self and the 
elements in, “From this (Self) are born the vital force, mind, 
all the senses, space, air, fire, and the earth that supports all” 
(Mu. II. i. 3). As a result, the order of creation and dissolution 
of the elements, stated earlier, will be disturbed. 

Vedantin: No, for no difference or disturbance is involved, 
because if the senses have come out of the elements, then their 
creation and dissolution follow as a matter of course from the 
creation and dissolution of the elements, and so no other order 
need be searched for these. And signs are in evidence to show 
that the senses are formed of the elements, as for instance in, “O 
amiable one, the mind is formed of food, the vital force is 
formed of water, and speech is formed of fire” (Ch. VI. v. 4), 
and so on. The separate mention of the elements and senses at 
some places is to be construed according to the maxim of the 
Brahmana and mendicant.!5 Again, even if the senses are not 
the products of the elements, still the order of creation of the 
elements is not disturbed by the senses, for the position then 
can he either that the senses originate first and the elements 


*Brahmanas alone can be mendicants. So when somebody says 
“Brahmanas and mendicants”, he means by the word Brahmana those that 
are not mendicants. So “elements” are those that have not become “senses”. 
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later, or that the elements come out first and the senses later. 
What is done in the Upanisad of the Atharva Veda is a mere 
enumeration of the senses and elements one by one, but no order 
of creation is mentioned.?® Similarly at another place the order 
of the origin of the senses is mentioned separately from (i.e. 
independently of) that of the elements: “In the beginning, all 
this (universe) was but Prajapati (Hiranyagarbha). He medi- 
tated on Himself. He created the mind. Then the mind alone 
existed (and not all this). He thought of Himself. He created 
the organ of speech.”!7 Hence the order of the creation of 
elements is not disturbed thereby. 


Topic 10: Birr AND DEATH 


TOIT MUMIA APRA facanq eel 


q But agq-eqqeg: the mention of these (birth and death) 

must be @z-3pqz-eq7qrayg: in relation to the moving and 

the motionless; (with regard to the soul it is) wr: used in a 

secondary sense, aq-wra-aifacatq being applicable when that 
(body) exists. 


16. The mention of birth and death must be in the primary 
sense in relation to the moving and the motionless; in relation 
to the soul it must be in a secondary sense, the application (of 
such words) being possible when a body is present. 


Somebody may have the misconception that even the individ- 
ual soul has origination and dissolution, since there are such 
references in the human world as, “Devadatta is born, Deva- 
datta is dead”, and because purificatory rites like those follow- 
ing on birth are enjoined. 

Vedantin: We remove that misconception. In order that the 
scriptural mention of the association of the individual person 
with the results of his work may stand justified, the individual] 


**In enumeration, things have to be told off one after the other. That 
sequence does not represent any definite order. 

The five fine elements constitute the body of Hiranyagarbha. So they 
exist earlier; the senses come later from Hiranyagarbha. 
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soul can have no origin or dissolution. Were the individual soul 
destroyed along with the body, the injunctions and prohibitions, 
meant for the acquisition of desirable results and avoidance of 
undesirable results in another body, would become useless. The 
Upanisad also declares, “It is this body that dies when it is left 
by the soul, but the soul does not die” (Ch. VI. xi. 3). 

Opponent: Did we not point out that the terms birth and 
death are used about the soul in common talk? 

Vedantin : True it was pointed out, but this reference to the 
birth and death of the soul is only in a secondary sense. 

Opponent : In relation to what, again, are the terms birth and 
death used in the primary sense, in contrast with which this 
can be secondary? 

Vedantin: The reply is that “the primary use of the two 
words is concerned with both the moving and the stationary” — 
the words birth and death have reference to the bodies of the 
moving and motionless entities. The entities—both moving and 
non-moving are born and they die. So while the words birth 
and death have those in view in the primary senses, they are 
used figuratively with regard to the individual souls inhabiting 
them, for “the application of the terms birth and death 1s 
contingent on the presence of the bodies” (which are the limit- 
ing adjuncts of the souls). The words birth and death are used 
when there are manifestation and disappearance of the body, 
but not otherwise. For no one notices the soul to be born or 
to be dead unless it be in association with the body. The text, 
“That man (individual soul), when he is born or attains a body, 
is connected with evils (i.e. the body and organs); and when 
he dies or leaves the body, (he discards these evils)” (Br. IV. 
ili. 8), shows that the words birth and death are used from the 
point of view of the association with or dissociation from the 
body. And the rule pertaining to the performance of rites con- 
nected with birth etc. is also to be understood as related to the 
emergence of the body, for there can be no emergence of the 
soul. In the next aphorism will be discussed whether or not the 
soul originates like space etc. from the supreme Self. But in the 
present aphorism it is explained that the terms origin and dissolu- 
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tion (birth and death) in the (popular) gross sense apply to the 
body, but they do not apply to the individual soul. 


Topic 11: OriGiIn OF THE SOUL 


TCAISAACACAT A TFA: U9 


areat The soul @ is not (born) Ae: because this is not 
heard of (in the Upanisads); faeqeare because of eternality 
areq: as known from them; ¥@ and. 


17, The individual soul bas no origin; because the Upanisads 
do not mention this, because its eternality is known from them, 
and (because of other reasons). 


Doubt: That the soul, called jiva (living one), presiding over 
this cage of the body and senses, and becoming associated with 
the fruits of work, does exist is without doubt. But a doubt 
arises, from the conflict among the Vedic texts, as to whether 
the soul originates from Brahman like space and the rest, or it 
does not originate like Brahman Itself. For in some texts the 
origin of the living beings from the supreme Brahman is spoken 
of with the help of the illustrations like sparks (flying from 
fire), whereas in some texts it is declared that without under- 
going any modification Brahman enters the body to assume the 
state of a living being; but no origination is affirmed. 

Opponent: As to that, the conclusion arrived at is that the 
soul does originate. 

Why so? 

So as not to override the (scriptural) declaration. The asser- 
tion that “everything becomes known when one is known” will 
remain unaffected if all things (including the soul) originate 
from Brahman, whereas this assertion will be adversely affected 
if the individual soul be an independent entity. And it cannot 
be understood that the unmodified supreme Self Itself is the 
individual soul, for their characteristics differ. The supreme Self 
has such attributes as being free from sin etc., whereas the indi- 
vidual soul is the opposite of that. And that the latter is an 
effect (of Brahman) becomes established from the fact of its 
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delimitation. All that is delimited, counting from space down- 
ward, is a product. Besides, the origination of everything count- 
ing from space is already known. Since the individual soul 
undertakes pious and impious works, since it is subject to 
happiness and sorrow, and since it is separate in each body, 
therefore it too must have originated in the course of the 
emergence of this entire creation. Moreover, in the passage, “As 
from a fire tiny sparks fly in all directions, so from this Self 
emanate all organs” (Br. II. 1. 20), the scripture first gives 
instruction about the creation of the organs etc., constituting 
the set of objects to be experienced, and then imparts instruction 
about the separate creation of the experiencing souls in the 
passage, “‘all these souls emanate”!® (Br. II. 1. 20). The origin 
and dissolution of the individual souls are also spoken of in, 
“As from a blazing fire emanate a thousand sparks of the same 
nature as fire, similarly from the Immutable, O amiable one, are 
born different classes of creatures, and they merge there itself” 
(Mu. II. 1. 1). From the phrase “of the same nature” it follows 
that the individual souls are similar to the supreme Self, 
for they have the gift of consciousness. An omission in men- 
tioning (something) somewhcre cannot override the mention 
(of it) clsewhere. For everything mentioned (afresh) in other 
texts has to be taken as implied everywhere if it is not contra- 
dictory and if it supplies an additional idea. Under the circum- 
stances, the texts about the entry (of God into the bodies and 
creation) are also to be explained as meaning such entry by 
assuming a modified state, as it is done in the case of the text, 
“He made Himself by Himself” (Tai. II. vii. 1). Therefore the 
individual soul has an origin. 

Vedantin : To this we say, the soul, that is to say, “an individ- 
ual living being”, “has no origin”. 

Why? 

“Because the Upanisads do not mention this”. In most of the 
places dealing with creation, the individual soul is not men- 
toned. 


*% This is the Madhyandina reading. The K4anva reading is, “all gods 
and all beings emanate”. 
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Opponent : Did we not say that an absence of mention some- 
where cannot overrule the mention made elsewhere? 

Vedantin: True, you said so. But we say that the very origin 
is impossible for it. 

Why? 

“Because its eternality is known from them (i.e. the texts), 
and (because of other reasons)”. By the word “and” is to be 
understood, “and because its birthlessness etc. (follow from 
those texts)”. For its eternality is understood from the Vedic 
texts, and so also it is understood that it is birthless and change- 
less, that it is the unchanging Brahman Itself existing as the Self 
of the individual living being, and that the soul is one with 
Brahman. Any origination for a soul of this kind can never be 
logically possible. 

Opponent : Which are those Vedic texts? 

Vedantin: “The individual being does not die” (Ch. VI. xi. 
3), “That birthless Self is undecaying, immortal, undying, fear- 
less, and Brahman (infinite)” (Br. IV. iv. 25), “The Intelligent 
one is not born and does not die. This ancient one is birthless, 
eternal, unchanging” (Ka. I. ii. 18), “Having created that, He 
entered into that” (Tai. II. vi. 1), “Let me manifest name and 
form by Myself entering as the individual soul” (Ch. VI. iii. 2), 
“This Self has entered into (i.e. permeates) those bodies up to 
the tips of the nails” (Br. I. iv. 7), “Thou art That” (Ch. VI. 
viii. 7), “I am Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 10), “This Self, the perceiver 
of everything, is Brahman” (Br. II. v. 19). These and such other 
texts which stand there to declare eternality etc. override the 
possibility of the origin of the individual soul. 

Opponent : Was it not said that anything that is delimited is 
subject to change, and anything having change has origination? 

Vedantin: As to that, this is the answer: The delimitation 
does not belong to it naturally, for the Vedic text says, “The 
one deity remains hidden in all creatures; He is all-pervasive and 
the inmost Self of all creatures” (Sv. VI. 11). Just as space seems 
to be divided owing to the presence of pots etc., so also the 
appearance of division occurs in Brahman owing to the presence 
of limiting adjuncts like the intellect etc. To this effect are the 
texts: “The Self is indeed Brahman, as well as identified with the 
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intellect, the manas (mind), and the vital force, with the eyes 
and ears” (Br. IV. iv. 5), etc., which show that the individual 
soul, though always the same and one with Brahman Itself that 
has no change and is one without a second, still appears to be 
identified with diverse things like the intellect etc. The identity 
with the intellect etc. is to be understood to consist in appearing 
as though coloured by these adjuncts owing to a non-manifesta- 
tion of the pure nature of the Self, as it occurs for instance in 
such cases as, “That voluptuous rogue is all sex”.!® As for the 
Vedic mention of the birth of the individual soul at some rare 
places, that too is to be interpreted, for this very reason, as 
caused by its contact with the limiting adjuncts. It originates 
with the origin of the limiting adjuncts and dies with their 
death. This is shown in, “The Self is pure intelligence alone; it 
comes out (as a separate entity) from these elements (forming 
the body) and is destroyed with them. After this death, it has 
no more (particular) consciousness” (Br. IV. v. 13). Similarly 
this very fact, viz the destruction of the limiting adjunct alone 
and not of the Self, is proved in this very context by raising the 
question, “Just here you have led me into the midst of a con- 
fusion, sir; I do not at all comprehend this” (that after death 
the soul has no consciousness), and then offering the answer to 
this thus, “Certainly I am not saying anything confusing, my 
dear. This Self is indeed immutable and indestructible. But it 
becomes dissociated from objects” (Br. IV. v. 14). And thus 
there is no overriding of the declaration, inasmuch as it is admit- 
ted that the changeless Brahman Itself appears as the individual 
soul. The difference in the characteristics of the two is also 
created by the presence of limiting adjuncts, for in the passage, 
“Please instruct me further about liberation” etc. (Br. IV. iii. 
14-16, 33), where the very soul, which remains identified with 
the intellect and forms the topic of the discussion, is shown 
to be one with the supreme Self through a process of denial 
of all worldly attributes. Accordingly, the soul never has any 
origin or dissolution. 


The Sanskrit word is strimaya, where the suffix mayat is used in the 
sense of abundance, the man being almost full of, i.e. identified with 
women (sex). Similarly are to be understood vijnanamaya etc. 
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Topic 12: ErernaLLty Conscious Sou. 


Misa Ua US 


aw: (The soul is an eternal) cognizer aq: wa for this very 
reason. 


18. The soul is eternally a cognizer for this very reason (of 
being free from origin and dissolution). 


Doubt: Schools of thought are not agreed as to whether the 
soul 1s naturally insentient but becomes endowed with an adven- 
titious sentience as is believed by the followers of Kanada, or 
it is eternally conscious by nature as the Sarhkhyas believe; 
therefore a doubt arises. What is the conclusion to be arrived 
at then? 

Opponent: The conclusion is that the consciousness of the 
soul is adventitious, arising from the conjunction of the soul 
and the mind, like redness etc. resulting from the contact of fire 
and a pot etc. For if the consciousness be eternal, it should be in 
evidence even in the cases of those who are asleep, have fainted, 
or are possessed by supernatural beings. But when questioned 
(afterwards), they say, “We were not conscious of anything”; 
and they are seen to have consciousness when brought back to 
normalcy. Thus since the soul is possessed of impermanent 
(intermittent) consciousness, its consciousness is adventitious. 

Vedantin: This being the position, it is being refuted: “This 
soul is a cognizer”, it is endowed with eternal consciousness, 
exactly for the reason already adduced, viz that it has no origin, 
but that it is only the supreme Brahman Itself, which while 
remaining immutable, appears to exist as an individual soul 
owing to association with limiting adjuncts. That the supreme 
Brahman is cternal consciousness by Its very nature is mentioned 
in such Vedic texts as, “Knowledge, Bliss, Brahman” (Br. III. 
ix. 28.7), “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. II. 1. 1), 
“Without interior or exterior, entire, and pure Intelligence 
alone” (Br. IV. v. 13), etc. Now if the individual soul is but 
the supreme Brahman Itself, then it can be understood that like 
fire possessing heat and light, the soul is also possessed of eternal 


IT. ii. 18] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 477 


consciousness by its very nature. Besides, in the course of the 
topic dealing with the soul identified with the intellect occur 
such texts as the following: “Himself awake, watches those 
(organs of speech etc.) that are asleep” (Br. IV. i. 11), “In 
this (dream) state, the man himself becomes his own light (i.e. 
self-effulgent)” (Br. 1V. iii. 9, 14), “for the knower’s function 
of knowing can never be lost” (Br. IV. iii. 30), and so on. 
And from the fact that there is a continuity of know- 
ledge through the medium of all the sense-organs, such as, 
“I know this, I know this”, it can be concluded on the authority 
of the text, “And he who knows, ‘I smell this’, is the Self” (Ch. 
VIII. xii. 4), that the individual soul has that nature (of eternal 
consciousness ).?° 

Opponent: If the soul be eternal consciousness by its very 
nature, then the senses of smell etc. become superfluous. 

Vedantin: No, for the senses are meant for perceiving the 
particular objects of smell etc. And this is shown by saying, 
“The sense of smell is meant for perceiving smell” (Ch. VIII. 
xil. 4) etc. As for the objection that the people in sleep etc. have 
no awareness, that is answered by the Upanisad itself when it 
says with regard to the sleeping man, “That (the soul) does not 
see in that state is because, although seeing then, it does not see; 
for the vision of the witness can never be lost, because it is 
immortal. But (then) no second thing exists there separate from 
it which it can see” (Br. IV. iti. 23), etc. This is what is meant: 
This appearance of absence of awareness 1s owing to the absence 
of objects of knowledge, but not owing to the absence 
of consciousness. It is like the non-manifestation of light, spread 
over space, owing to the absence of things on which it can be 
reflected, but not owing to its own absence. And the arguments 
of the Vaisesikas and others are falsified because of their opposi- 
tion to Vedic texts. Hence we confirm that the soul is eternal 
consciousness by its very nature. 


* The sense-organs change, but consciousness continues invariably. This 
cannot be so unless there is a soul which is eternally conscious. 
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Topic 13: Sout’s DIMENSIONS 


SCHUEAAMTAAPT URE 


(There is mention) SUated-Ta-arrdrarqy of departure (from) 
(or leaving the body), going, returning. 


19. (The individual soul must be atomic in dimension owing 
to the mention in the Vedas) of its departure from the body, 
going (to the next world by following a course), and coming 
back (from there). 


Doubt : Now is being considered the dimensions of the indi- 
vidual soul—whether it is atomic, or of an intermediate size, or 
vast (infinite). 

Objection: Has it not been said that the soul has no origin 
and that it is eternal consciousness? From this it follows that 
the individual soul is none other than the supreme Self; and it is 
stated in the scripture that the supreme Self is infinite. So how 
can any question be broached about the dimensions of the soul? 

Doubt: This is truly so. But the Vedic texts about the soul’s 
leaving (the body), its movement to the other world, and return 
to this world lead to a limitation in dimensions. Again, the Vedic 
texts sometimes speak of its atomic size in clear words. So this 
discussion has to be started for resolving these conflicts. 

Opponent: That being the position, the conclusion to be 
derived from the Vedic texts about leaving the body, going to, 
and coming from the other world is that the individual soul is 
limited and atomic in size. Of these the text about departure is: 
“When he departs from this body, he departs together with all 
these” (senses etc.) (Kau. III. 3); about going elsewhere: “Those 
people whoever depart from this world, go to the moon 
indeed” (Kau. I. 2); and about coming: “From that world they 
return to this world for (fresh) work” (Br. IV. iv. 6). From the 
Vedic mention of their death, going (i.e. following a course), 
and returning, it is understood that the individual soul is limited; 
for no movement can be imagined for one that is infinite. And 
limitation being accepted, the soul must be atomic, for its 
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correspondence to the size of the body (i.e. medium size) was 
discarded in the course of examining the Jaina view. 


TAHA ARAAT: Noll 


q And zva-arenar (the relation) with one’s own soul gazar: 
of the latter two. 


20. (The soul's atomicity stands confirmed) owing to the 
relation of one’s own soul with the latter two facts (viz. 
following of a course and coming back). 


As for leaving (or giving up), it may sometimes be imagined 
as occurring to the unmoving soul through a cessation of its 
mastery over the body owing to exhaustion of results of work, 
just like the cessation of one’s ownership over a village. But the 
latter two—viz going elsewhere and coming back—cannot 
happen to a soul that does not move; and yet their relation is 
with the soul itself; for the root “gam (to go)” indicates an 
action inhering in the agent. Now, since the soul is not (admit- 
ted to be) of medium dimension, its going (by following a 
course), and coming can be possible only if it be atomic in size. 
And going and coming being granted, it becomes obvious that 
(leaving the body or) death also is a moving away from the 
body, because going and coming are not possible for a soul that 
has not moved out of the body. Again, this is so, because partic- 
ular parts of the body are mentioned as the places of departure, 
as in, “The soul departs through the eye, or from the head or 
from other parts of the body” (Br. IV. iv. 2). There are also 
movements of the soul even inside the body, as stated in, 
“completely withdrawing these particles of light, he comes to 
the heart” (Br. IV. iv. 1), “And taking the shining organs with 
him, he comes again to the waking state” (Br. IV. iii. 11). 
Hence also is proved its atomicity. 


AMS Afehs Pasa uz 


qa Not aT: atomic AAG-AA: since its size is heard of as 
not being so xfa Aq if this be the objection, 4 not so, 
SAC-STHTUT since the context relates to the other. 
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21. If it be objected that the soul is not atomic because its 
size is heard of as not being so, we reply, no, since that context 
relates to the other (i.e. the supreme Self). 


Objection: Somebody may, however, object that the soul is 
not atomic. 

Why? 

Because it is heard of in the Vedas as not being so, that is to 
say, because its size is heard of to be the opposite of that of the 
atom. For the texts like the following will be contradicted if 
the soul be atomic: “That Self is verily great and birthless that 
remains identified with the intellect and in the midst of the 
organs” (Br. IV. iv. 22), “And it is all-pervasive like space and 
eternal”, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tai. II. 1. 1). 

Opponent: That creates no difficulty. 

How? 

Because that topic is about the other (supreme Self). For this 
other kind of dimension is mentioned only in a context dealing 
with the supreme Sclf, inasmuch as it is the supreme Self that is 
(most often) presented in the Upanisads as the chief reality to 
be known. And from such texts as, “The Self is spotless, beyond 
space” (Br. IV. iv. 20), it is known that the supreme Self is the 
special subject-mattcr of those texts. 

Objection: In the passage, “The Self that remains identified 
with the intellect and in the midst of the organs” (Br. IV. iv. 
22) etc., it is the embodied soul itself that is indicated as posses- 
sed of vast dimension (in the sentence, “That Self is great and 
birthless” (Br. IV. iv. 22). 

Opponent : But this mention is to be understood as made from 
the scriptural point of view as in the case Vamadeva (B. S. 
I. i. 30). Accordingly, the atomic size of the soul is not con- 
tradicted, since the mention of other dimension in the Vedas 
relates to the conscious (supreme) Self. 


RISIAMAAT A UR 


T4-eg-SATATAAT «=—-« Owing to direct (Upanisadic use of the) 
word and (mention of) infinitesimality q as well. 
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22. And the individual soul is atomic because of the direct 
Upanisadic use of the word as well as mention of infinitesimality. 


The soul is atomic for this further reason that the Upanisad 
directly uses a word implying atomicity: “The atomic Self into 
which the vital force has entered in five ways has to be com- 
prehended through the intellect”?! (Mu. III. i. 9). From the 
association with the vital force it is understood that it is the 
individual soul that is here referred to as atomic. Similarly the 
infinitesimally small dimension of the individual soul mentioned 
in, “That soul is to be known as a hundredth part of the hun- 
dredth part of the tip of a hair” (Sv. V. 9), makes us understand 
that it is atomic in nature. And there is another illustration of 
infinitesimality in, “That inferior (individual) soul is seen to be 
finer than the tip of the iron piece at the head of a goading 
stick” (Sv. V. 8). 

Objection: If the soul be atomic (and consequently located 
in one place), will this not-involve a contradiction for it to have 
perceptions all over the body while remaining at one place? It 
is a matter of common experience that people remaining 
immersed in the Ganga or some lake feel a coolness in every 
part of the body, while in summer they feel a heat all over the 
body. 

Hence the answer is given (by the opponent): 


aT aT STAT UVM 


afazry: There is no contradiction @qqqq as in the case of 
sandalwood paste. 


23. (The souPs atomicity and its feeling over the whole body 


involve) no contradiction, just as in the case (of a drop) of 
sandal paste. 


Just as a drop of yellow sandal paste, coming in contact with 
a particular part of the body, produces a delightful sensation all 
over the body, similarly the soul, though located at one part 
of the body, will have perception all over the body. And a 


™For Sankara’s interpretation, see his commentary on the Upanisad. 
31 
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perception (or feeling) all over the body is not opposed to the 
soul’s nature, since it is in contact with the organ of touch for 
the contact of the soul with the organ of touch exists all over 
the skin, and the skin spreads over the whole body. 


safeafeattentafa sargarara fe fe uxt 


aafeafa-atasarq Owing to peculiarity of position (of sandal 
paste) fa aq if such be the objection, then 7 not so, Tq 
for (peculiar position is) admitted (for soul also) fg because 
@iq (it is) in the heart. 


24. If it be objected that (the argument holds good in the 
case of sandal paste) owing to its peculiarity of position, (but 
that is not evident in the case of the soul), then we say, no, (a 
peculiar location) for the soul is admitted in the Upanisads, for 
it exists in the heart. 


Objection: Someone may make the rejoinder that the state- 
ment, “No contradiction is involved as in the case of sandal 
paste”, is illogical, for the illustration and the thing illustrated 
are not similar. The illustration of the sandal paste will apply 
only if it can be proved that the soul exists merely in a part of 
the body; but the peculiarity of the location, viz existence in 
one part of the body, in the case of the sandal paste, as well as 
its imparting delight to the whole body, is a matter of direct 
perception; while in the case of the soul what is perceived is 
only its awareness over the whole body, but not its particular 
location. If it be said (by the opponent) that this is inferable, 
then (we say that) an inference is inadmissible here, for the 
following doubts cannot be removed (even by such an infer- 
ence): Does the awareness pertaining to the whole body arise 
because the soul spreads over the whole body like the sense of 
touch, or because it is all-pervasive like space, or because it is 
atomic in size and exists at one place only? 

Opponent : To this we say, this creates no difficulty. 

Why? 

Because that is the admitted fact; for it is admitted even in 
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the case of the soul that, like a drop of sandal paste, it exists at 
a particular part of the body; it has a peculiarity of location. 

How? 

The answer is: Because this soul is mentioned in the Upa- 
nisads as existing in the heart, as is evident from such instruc- 
tions as, “For this Self is (i.e. resides) in the heart” (Pr. III. 6), 
“That Self, that is such, is in the heart” (Ch. VIII. iii. 3), 
“Which is the Self? This infinite entity (Purusa) that remains 
identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the organs, 
the (self-effulgent) light within the heart” (Br. IV. i. 7). 
Hence from the absence of any disparity between the illustra- 
tion and the thing illustrated it is but logical to conclude that 
no contradiction is involved, as in the case of a drop of sandal 
paste. 


THE BHAT uw 
at Or yorq through the quality (of sentience) straq as is 


seen in the world. 


25. Or on the analogy of what is seen in the world, (the soul 
may pervade the whole body) through its attribute (of sentt- 
ence). 


Or because the quality of sentience (or intelligence) of the 
soul is pervasive, therefore, though the soul is atomic, still there 
is no incongruity if its action (of perception) spreads over the 
whole body. This is just like what is observed in common life; 
for instance the light of a gem or a lamp, occupying only a 
corner of an inner apartment, spreads over the whole apartment 
and does its work everywhere in the apartment. 

It might be objected that since the sandal paste consists of 
parts, it can produce delight in the whole body by scattering 
its minute particles; but the atomic soul has no particles through 
which it can spread over the entire body. Having this miscon- 
ception in view, the aphorism says, “through the quality of 
sentience”’, 

Objection: How again can an attribute exist elsewhere than 
in the substance (in which it inheres), for the whiteness of a 
cloth is not seen to exist somewhere other than the cloth? 
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Opponent: It can be possible like the light of a Jamp. 

Objection: No, for that too is considered to be a substance, 
for a luminous substance in a state of compactness (of its parti- 
cles) is the lamp, and that very luminous substance in a state 
of diffusion is light. 

Opponent : Hence the reply is being given: 


Sa TWAT UREA 
eafats: Separate existence arqqq like smell. 


26. (The quality of sentience can have) separate existence like 
smell. 


As smell, for instance, which is a quality, can have existence 
separately from the odorous substance, since the smell is 
perceived even when the odorous things like flower etc. are 
nowhere in view, similarly though the soul is atomic, its quality 
of sentience can remain detached from it.. Hence this ground 
for inference that a quality cannot be detached from its sub- 
stance, it being a quality like colour (or form) etc., has no 
invariable application, since smell, which is a quality, is seen to 
exist in isolation from its substance. 

Objection: Even in the case of smell, the fact is that it gets 
detached from its substance together with a part of it (viz 
particles of matter). 

Opponent : No, for the main source from which this detach- 
ment will occur would in that case become attenuated; but it is 
seen to continue undiminished from its previous state; for else 
it would become diminished in weight (mass) etc. as compared 
with its earlier state. 

Objection: It may be that the detached particles on which 
smell rests are so few in number (and minute in size) that their 
detachment goes undetected. The minute atoms of smell spread 
all around and give rise to the perception of smell by entering 
into the nostrils. 

Opponent: No, for the atoms are supersensuous (and so the 
nose cannot perceive the atoms of smell), at the same time that 
a distinct strong fragrance is felt in the case of such flowers as 
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NagakeSara. The experience in common life is not of the form, 
‘“A substance with aroma has been smelt”, but the common 
people experience thus: “It is the aroma itself that has been 
smelt”. 

Objection: Since it is not a matter of experience that form 
(or colour) etc. can exist apart from their substances, it is also 
improper to think that smell can exist separately from its 
substance. 

Opponent: No, for this being a matter of experience, infer- 
ence can have no scope here. Accordingly, things are to be 
accepted by the seekers of truth, just as they are actually 
perceived, for no such rule can be (inferentially) arrived at, 
that because the quality of taste is felt by the tongue, therefore 
all the qualities starting from colour should be perceived by the 
tongue itself. 


TH FT SRlafa uRWIlI 
q And (the Up:inisad) earafa shows qa this. 


27. And the Upanisad also shows this. 


After stating that the soul resides in the heart and that it has 
the size of an atom the Upanisad shows in the text, “up to the 
tip of the hair, up to the tip of the nail” (Ch. VIII. viii. 1, Br. 
I. iv. 7, Kau. IV. 20), that through the quality of sentience, that 
very soul pervades the whole body. 


PATINA URS 
saearq Because taught qaq separately. 


28. (The soul and its intelligence are separate), since they are 
taught separately (in the Upanisads). 


From the text, “presiding over the body with the help of 
intelligence” (Kau. III. 6), where the soul and intelligence are 
spoken of separately as having the relationship of the agent and 
the instrument (respectively), it is understood that the soul 
pervades the body through its quality of intelligence. And in 
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the text, “it absorbs at the time (of sleep) the power of percep- 

tion of the organs through its own consciousness” (Br. II. i. 

17), there occurs an instruction about consciousness existing 

separately from the agent, the embodied soul; and this instruc- 

tion only confirms this very idea. Hence the soul is atomic. 
Vedantin : This being the position, we say: 


TVA ACTA: TTATT NVEN 
q But aq-cqaéy: such appellation (occurs) qq-yN-ATTaTY 


owing to the dominance of the modes of that (intellect), sraHaq 
as in the case of the supreme Self. 


29. But the soul comes to have such appellations because of 
the dominance of the modes of that intellect; this is qust as in 
the case of the supreme Self. 


The word “but” overrules the opposing point of view. It is 
not a fact that the soul is atomic. It has been said that the soul 
is none other than the supreme Brahman, for there is no men- 
tion of its origin in the Vedas, while the entry of the supreme 
Brahman is mentioned there and the identity of the two is 
taught. Now if the individual soul be none other than the 
supreme Brahman, then the soul should have the same magnitude 
as the supreme Brahman; and as it is mentioned in the scripture 
that the supreme Brahman is omnipresent, so the soul also must 
be omnipresent. Thus only will those statements stand vindicated 
that are made in such texts of the Vedas and Smrtis about the 
omnipresence of the soul as: “That Self is great and birthless 
which remains identified with the intellect and in the midst of 
the organs” (Br. IV. iv. 22). Moreover, it does not stand to 
reason that an atomic soul should have a feeling of pain all over 
the body. 

Opponent : ‘This can be so owing to its contact with the organ 
of touch. 

Vedantin : No, for in that case, even when a thorn pricks the 
skin, one should feel the pain all over the body, since the contact 
between the thorn and the skin is a contact with the skin as a 
whole, which spreads over the whole body. But as a matter of 
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fact, a man pricked by a thorn under the foot feels the pain in 
the sole of the foot only. It is not also possible for any quality 
of the atom to spread out (beyond the substratum), since the 
quality exists where its substance is. Unless the quality subsists 
in its own substance, it will cease to be a quality at all. And it 
was explained how the light of a lamp is but a separated sub- 
stance (and not a mere quality). Smell also, which is understood 
to be a quality, can move out only when carried on its substance 
(particles), for else it may as well cease to be a quality. Thus it 
has been said by the adored Dvaipayana, “After perceiving 
smell in water, should some inexperienced people say that it 
belongs to water, still one should know that smell belongs to 
earth, though it floats on water and air”. If the intelligence of 
the soul spreads over the entire body, then the soul cannot be 
atomic; (for) intelligence must be the soul’s very nature like heat 
and light of fire. No such distinction as between a quality and 
its substance can exist here. And the view was refuted that the 
soul is of the size of the body. As a last resort, the soul is omni- 
present. To explain how in that case there can be any mention 
of atomicity etc., the aphorism says, “But the soul comes to 
have such appellations because of the dominance of the modes 
of that intellect”. Desire, dislike, happiness, sorrow, etc. are the 
modes of that intellect. These modes constitute the essence or 
chief factors in the attainment of the state of transmigratorir ss 
by the soul. For unless it be through the modes of the intellect 
there can be no transmigratory state for the absolute Self. 
Though the Self is not an agent and experiencer, and though It 
has no transmigratoriness and is ever free, still It comes to have 
the states of: being an agent and an experiencer, this being 
caused by the superimposition of the modes of the intellect 
acting as a limiting adjunct. Hence owing to the predominance 
of the modes of that intellect, the soul is said to have a dimen- 
sion corresponding to that of the intellect. And it is said that it 
departs from the body and so on, in accordance as the intellect 
does so; but the soul does not do so naturally. Thus it is that 
after speaking of the atomicity of the soul, the Upanisad speaks 
of infinitude about that very soul in, “The soul is to be known 
as a hundredth part of a hundredth part of a hair’s end, into 
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which it can be fancied to be divided. And that soul again is 
infinite’ (Sv. V. 9). This can be reasonably reconciled only if 
the atomic size of the individual soul be owing to limiting 
adjuncts, but infinitude be its innate nature; for both these 
cannot be thought of to be true in the primary sense. Nor can 
it be understood that is has infinitude in a figurative sense, since 
it is the identity of the individual soul with Brahman that is 
sought to be taught in all the Upanisads. So also in another 
declaration of infinitesimality, ‘““[The soul appears to be inferior 
and of the size of the tip of a goading stick, owing to the 
appearance of the modes of the intellect as its own attributes” 
(Sv. V. 8), the soul is declared to have the dimension of the tip 
of a goading stick owing to its contact with the attributes of the 
intellect, but not naturally in itself. Even in the text, “This 
atomic (subtle) Self is to be realized through the intellect” (Mu. 
Til. 1. 9), it is not taught that the individual soul is atomic in 
dimension, for it is the supreme Self that has been introduced 
in that context as something to be known through the favour- 
ableness (i.e. purity) of the intellect, It being beyond the grasp 
of the eye etc.*? Moreover, atomicity in the literal sense 1s 
inadmissible even for the individual soul. Hence it is to be 
understood that the mention of atomicity is intended to convey 
the idea that the Self is inscrutable or that this is done from the 
point of view of the limiting adjunct. Similarly in such texts as, 
“Presiding over the body through intelligence” (Kau. III. 6), 
where a separation (between soul and intellect) is spoken of, 
the sentence is to be construed to mean that the soul presides 
over the body through the intellect alone which is its limiting 
adjunct. The mere statement (of difference) here is like talking 
of the body of a stone pestle (where the “body” and the “stone” 
are non-different); for it has been already stated that there is 
no such division here as between quality and substance. As for 
the statement that the heart is the residence of the soul, that too 
is made from the standpoint of the intellect, for the intellect 


™*The previous verse being, “It is not comprehended through the eye, 
nor through speech, nor through the other senses....Since one becomes 
purified in mind through the favourableness of the intellect, therefore can 
one see that indivisible Self through meditation” (Mu. III. 1. 8). 
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resides in the heart. So also in the following texts it 1s shown 
that such actions as departure from the body are dependent 
upon limiting adjuncts: “He deliberated, ‘As a result of whose 
departure shall I rise up (from the body)? And as a result of 
whose continuance shall I remain established?’ He created 
Prana” (i.e. energy that is non-different from intelligence) (Pr. 
VI. 3-4). And from the absence of its death, it is gathered that 
the going to and coming back from the other world are also 
(intrinsically) absent in the soul. For unless one has got detached 
from the body, there can be no following a course or return- 
ing. Thus since in the case of the individual soul, there is a 
predominance of the attributes of its adjuncts, it has the appel- 
lations of atomicity etc., “as in the case of Praja (the supreme 
Self)”. Even as in the case of Prajfia, who is the supreme Self, 
there is a mention of atomicity etc. in connection with Its 
meditation as a qualified entity, where the attributes of the 
limiting adjuncts dominate, as for instance in, “Minuter than a 
grain of paddy or barley” (Ch. III. xv. 3), “He is identified 
with the mind and has the vital force as His body, all (good) 
smells are His, all (good) tastes are His, all (good) desires are 
His. His resolves are true” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), and so on, so also is 
the case with the individual. 

Opponent : It may be objected thus: If the soul be thought of 
as attaining the worldly state (of transmigration) under the 
dominance of the modes of the intellect, then a cessation of the 
conjunction between the soul and the intellect, which are 
divergent, must be inevitable. ‘Thus when the intellect gets 
detached, the soul will become undiscernible, and hence there 
will arise the predicament of its becoming non-existent or ceas- 
ing to be a transmigratory soul. 

Vedantin : So the reply is being given: 


TAA ACATHT AT STATS, RON 


q And araq-arca-arfaratg since (this association of soul and 
intellect) persists as long as the soul continues to be a transmi- 
gratory entity 4 aly: no defect arises, aq-aerarq for so it is seen 
(in the scriptures), 
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30. And because the contact between the soul and the intellect 
persists so long as the worldly state of the soul continues, there 
can be no defect, for this is what is met with in the scriptures. 


There should be no such defect as mentioned just now. 

Why? 

Because the contact with the intellect endures all through the 
state of the soul’s transmigratory existence. The contact of the 
soul with the intellect does not cease so long as the soul con- 
tinues in its transmigratory state, so long as its condition of 
transmigratoriness is not sublated through complete realization. 
And this individuality and the worldly state of the soul hast 
only as long as there is this connection with the intellect serving 
as a limiting adjunct. In reality there is no such thing as an 
individual soul apart from what it appears under the influence 
of the intellect acting as a conditioning factor. For when 
engaged in ascertaining the purport of the Upanisads, we do 
not come across any other (second) conscious entity besides 
God who is by nature ever free, about which fact these texts 
stand as evidence: “There is no other witness but Him, no other 
hearer but Him, no other thinker but Him, no other knower 
but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii-xvi), 
“I am Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 7), and a hundred others of this 
kind. 

Opponent: How again is it gathered that the contact with 
the intellect lasts as long as the state of transmigratoriness of the 
soul persists? 

The (Vedantin’s) answer is given in, “For this is what is met 
with (in the scriptures)”. Thus the scripture reveals: “This 
infinite entity (purusa) that remains identified with cognition 
(vijnana) in the midst of the organs, the (self-effulgent) light 
within the heart. Assuming the likeness (of the intellect), it 
moves between the two worlds; it thinks as it were, and shakes 
as it were” (Br. IV. iti, 7) etc. The term “identified with cogni- 
tion”, occurring there, means “identified with the intellect”; for 
elsewhere occurs the text, “identified with cognition (i.e. the 
intellect), identified with the mind, identified with the vital 
force, identified with the eye, identified with the ear” (Br. IV. 
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iv. 5), where the one “identified with cognition” is mentioned 
along with the one identified with the mind etc., and the identity 
with the intellect is meant to imply a dominance of the modes 
of the intellect. It is like saying, “Devadatta is all sex” where 
the idea sought to be implied is that he is dominated by a pas- 
sion for women. And the text, “Assuming the likeness (of the 
intellect), it moves between the two worlds (this and the next)”’ 
(Br. IV. iti. 7), shows that even while going to another world, 
there is no dissociation from the intellect. Likeness of what? 
It can be understood that the likeness is with the intellect itself, 
for that is near at hand. And that very fact is pointed out in, 
“It thinks as it were, and shakes as it were” (ibid.), where the 
idea implied is this: “This one does not think by itself, nor 
does it move; but when the intellect thinks, it seems to think, 
and when the intellect moves, it seems to move.” Moreover, this 
connection of the soul with the intellect has but false ignorance 
at its root, and this false ignorance cannot be removed by any- 
thing other than complete knowledge (of Brahman). Hence 
this connection with such limiting adjuncts as the intellect does 
not cease so long as the identity of the Self with Brahman is not 
realized. And this is shown in, “I have known this great Purusa 
(infinite entity) who shines like the sun (i.e. self-effulgent), and 
is beyond darkness (i.e. untouched by ignorance). Knowing 
Him alone one goes beyond death. There is no other path to 
proceed along” (Sv. III. 8). 

Opponent: You cannot certainly admit any connection of 
the soul with the intellect during sleep and dissolution, for the 
Upanisad says, ‘““O amiable one, he then becomes identified with 
Existence (Brahman), he becomes absorbed in his own Self” 
(Ch. VI. viii. 1). This also follows from the admission of the 
(final) dissolution of the entire creation. So how can there be 
the persistence of the contact with the intellect as long as the 
transmigratory state of the soul endures? 

Vedantin : The answer is thus: 


Gecaliaarae adlstror errr 113 2 


q But afteafh-armg because of becoming manifest aq aa: 
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in the case of this which already exists -qeq-atfe-aq like man- 
hood etc. 


31. Rather because that contact (with the intellect etc.) which 
remains latent (in sleep and dissolution) can become manifest 
(during waking and creation) like manhood etc. (from boyhood 
etc.). 


We see in the world that manhood etc. though existing all 
the time in a latent state, are not perceived during boyhood etc. 
and are thus treated as though non-existent, but they become 
manifest in youth etc.; and it is not a fact that they evolve out 
of nothing, for in that case even a eunuch should grow those 
(moustaches etc.). Similarly, too, the contact with the intellect 
etc. remains in a state of latency during sleep and dissolution 
and emerges again during waking and creation. For thus alone 
it becomes logical. Nothing can possibly be born capriciously, 
for that would lead to unwarranted possibilities (of effects 
being produced without causes). The Upanisad also shows that 
this waking from sleep is possible because of the existence of 
ignorance in a seed form (remaining dormant in sleep): 
“Though unified with Existence (Brahman) in sleep, they do 
not understand, “We have merged in Existence.’ They return 
here as a tiger or a lion” (just as they had been here before) 
(Ch. VI. ix. 3) etc. Hence it is proved that the contact with 
the intellect etc. persists as long as the individuality of the soul 
Jasts. 


Preameeriwforreas searaaal FIST NN 


aera Else faca-srafsa-aqr asa: will arise the possibility 
of constant perception or non-perception aft or a-qacfaan: 
either of the two (powers) becoming debarred (or delimited). 


32. Else (if the existence of the internal organ be not admitted) 
there will be the possibility of either constant perception or non- 
perception or it will have to be admitted that either of the powers 
(of the soul or of the organs) becomes (suddenly) debarred (or 
delimited or lost). 
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This internal organ, constituting a conditioning factor for the 
Self is variously spoken of in different places as the manas 
(faculty of thinking—Br. I. v. 3), buddhi (faculty of knowing— 
Ka. II. iii. 10), vigwana (cognition or egoism—Tai. II. v. 1), citta 
(feeling or memory—Mu. III. i. 9, Pr. IV. 8). Occasionally it is 
called variously in accordance with its moods—it being called 
the mind when it functions as the doubter, (thinker), etc., the 
intellect when it makes specific ascertainment, and so on. And it 
must of necessity be admitted that an internal organ of this kind 
does exist, for unless that organ is admitted, there will be the 
contingency of either constant perception or non-perception. For 
when the accessories of perception, viz the soul, organs, and 
objects of perception, are in contiguity, perception should occur 
always. Or even if in the presence together of all the factors of 
perception no result is produced, then there will be the possibility 
of constant non-perception. But this does not tally with experi- 
ence. Or else it will have to be admitted that the power of either 
of the factors (involved in perception)—viz the soul or the sense- 
organ—stands debarred from itself. But it is not possible for the 
power of the soul to be debarred from the soul, since the soul is 
changeless. Nor can the power of any sense-organ be debarred 
from the organ, for an organ that has its power intact in the 
earlier and succeeding moments, cannot have it denied suddenly 
(in the middle). Accordingly the mind must be the entity, 
through the alertness of which perception occurs, and through 
the want of alertness of which it does not occur. In support of 
this is the Vedic text, “I was absent-minded, I did not see it; I 
was absent-minded, I did not hear it” (Br. I. v. 3), and “It is 
through the mind that one sees and hears” (ibid.). The Upanisadic 
text also shows that desire etc. are its modes, “Desire, resolve, 
doubt, faith, want of faith, steadiness, unsteadiness, shame, intel- 
ligence, and fear—all these are but the mind” (ibid.). Hence the 
aphorism stands justified that “The soul comes to have such 
appellations because of the dominance of the attributes of that 
intellect” (II. iti. 29). 
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Topic 14: Sout aS AGENT 


PA MEATATCATT. RRM 


sat (The soul must be) an agent MEA-ATACATY so that the 
scriptures may have a purpose. 


33. The individual soul must be an agent, for thus alone the 
scriptures become purposeful. 


In continuation of the topic dealing with the qualities of the 
intellect as mainly influencing the soul, another attribute of the 
soul is being elaborated: “This individual soul must also be an 


“For thus only the scriptures become purposeful.” In this way 
only, such texts about injunction as, “One should perform a 
sacrifice”, “One should pour an oblation”, “One should make 
gifts”, etc. become purposeful. Otherwise they become meaning- 
less. For they enjoin particular duties for an agent whose presence 
is a reality; and that kind of injunction can have no sense if there 
be no (soul with) agentship. Similarly, it is only thus that this 
text becomes meaningful: “And this one is the seer, feeler, hearer, 
thinker, ascertainer, doer—the Purusa that is a knower by nature” 


(Pr. IV. 9). 
fagraeana Nay 
fagre-sqaarq Because of the teaching about roaming. 


34. (The soul is an agent) because there are teachings about its 
roaming. 


The individual soul is an agent for this further reason that in a 
context dealing with the soul, the Upanisad speaks of the soul’s 
roaming about in the intermediate state (of dream): “(Himself 
immortal), he goes wherever he likes” (Br. IV. iii. 12), and “It 
moves about, as it pleases, in its own body” (Br. II. 1. 18). 


STIGMA UR¥I 


35. (The soul is an agent) because of its taking up (the organs). 
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The soul has agentship for the further reason that under the 
topic of the soul the Upanisad speaks of the taking up (or using) 
of the organs by the soul: “(When this being, full of conscious- 
ness, is thus asleep), it absorbs at the time the power of percep- 
tion of the organs through its own intelligence” (Br. II. i. 17), 
and also, “taking up the organs” (Br. II. i. 18). 


saqeared frarat a afsenfarda: ae 


@q And STIS because of mention (as an agent) far 
in respect of work 4 @q were it not so, frea-faqga: there 
would have been a contrary indication. 


36. And the soul is an agent because of the mention (as such) 
in respect of action; were it not so, there would have been a 
contrary indication. 


That the individual soul has agency follows from this addi- 
tional consideration that the scripture designates it as being the 
agent in respect of Vedic and ordinary duties, “Vijf#ana (or 
Intelligence, i.e. the individual soul having it) spreads (i.e. per- 
forms) the sacrifices as well as works” (Tai. II. v. 1). 

Opponent : Is not the word vijmana known as a synonym for 
the intellect? So how can it indicate the agency of the soul? 

Vedantin : Not so, for this is in fact a designation of the soul 
and not of the intellect. Had it not been used for the soul, there 
would have been a reversal of the designation—the indication 
would have been made by saying “through the intellect” (by 
using vij#éna in the instrumental case, and not in the nominative 
case). Thus it is that at another place, where the intellect is 
meant, the word vij#dna is seen to be used with the instrumental 
case-ending: “It absorbs at the time the power of perception of 
the organs vijianena—through its own intelligence” (Br. II. i. 
17). But here in “Vijwana spreads the sacrifice”, the use is with 
the nominative case-ending, whereby the soul, different from the 
intellect, is indicated. Hence it is nothing wrong. 

Here somebody (an opponent) says: If the soul, which is quite 
different from the intellect, be the doer, then, being independent, 
it would do things that are delightful and beneficial to itself, and 
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not act contrariwise. But as a matter of fact, it is noticed to do 
the opposite as well. Such irregular activity cannot be possible 
for the independent soul. 

Vedantin : Hence the answer is being given: 


sumfsaaqataaa: igi 


wqeferqq As in the case of perception afaqa: there is no 
uniformity. 


37. As in the case of perception (there ts no uniformity), so 
also there is no uniformity (in the case of action). 


Just as this soul, independent though it is as regards its own 
perception, yet perceives both good and bad without any invari- 
able rule, so also it can accomplish both good and bad without 
any uniform rule. 

Opponent : It is not independent even as regards perception, 
for it is dependent on the acceptance of the means of perception. 

Vedantin: No, for the means of perception serve only the 
purpose of presenting the objects; but in the actual perception 
the soul is independent, since it is endowed with consciousness. 
Moreover, the soul is not wholly independent in the matter of 
activities yielding results, for it has to depend on particular space, 
time, and cause. An agent does not cease to have its agentship 
just because it has to depend on accessories; for a cook can very 
well be a cook even though he has to depend on fuel, water, etc. 
And because of a diversity of the accessories, it is nothing contra- 
dictory for the soul to engage in an irregular way in activities 
yielding good, bad, and indifferent results. 


Uf aTaaTT Wasi 
afefarqarq Because of a reversal of power. 


38. (The soul must be the agent), for (if the intellect be so), 
it will lead to a reversal of power. 


For this reason also the soul, that is different from the intellect, 
should be the agent. On the contrary, if the intellect, understood 
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by the word vijiiana, be the agent, then there will be a reversal 
of power—the instrumental power of the intellect will be negated 
and the power of the agent will accrue. Again, on the assump- 
tion that the power of the agent belongs to the intellect, it will 
have to be admitted that the intellect itself constitutes the subject 
of egoity; for all tendency to activity is seen to be preceded by 
the ego-consciousness, as in “I go”, “I come”, “I eat”, “I drink”, 
and so on. Again, for that intellect that is equipped with the 
power of the agent and possessed of the ability of doing every- 
thing, we have to fancy some other instrument that can be used 
for accomplishing everything. For despite the ability possessed 
by an agent, he is seen to engage in works with the help of some 
instruments. In that case, the fight (between us) will centre 
round a term, but there will be no difference as regards the 
thing itself, since (in either case) agentship is conceded for one 
who is different from the instrument. 


WATT ATaT Sy W3E 11 
= And TATLA-SATAT because of the negation of deep medi- 


tation. 


39. And (the soul must be an agent) because (a contrary sup- 
position will) lead to a negation of deep meditation (on God). 


Samadhi (deep meditation), taught in the Upanigsads as a means 
for the realization of that Self that is known from the Upanisads 
alone, is spoken of in such texts as, “The Self, my dear, should 
be realized—should be heard of, reflected on, and profoundly 
meditated upon” (Br. II. iv. 5), “That is to be searched for, that 
is to be realized” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), “Meditate on the Self thus 
with the help of Ov” (Mu. II. ii. 6), and so on. This meditation, 
too, cannot be reasonably sustained if the soul be not the agent 
(of meditation). From this fact also the agentship of the soul is 
proved. 


Topic 15: THE SOUL UNDER TWO CONDITIONS 


TM FA AAA Uvoll 


q And (rather) yqr as qaqa carpenter gaqyr (exists) under 
both conditions. 


32 
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40. And (rather) this is like the carpenter existing under both 
conditions, 


Thus the agentship of the embodied soul has been shown with 
the help of such reasons as the purposefulness of the scriptures. 
Now it is being considered whether this is natural or a result of 
conditioning factors. When in such a doubt, the conclusion 
arrived at (by the opponent) may be that it follows from these 
very reasons of the purposefulness of the scriptures and so on 
that the agentship is natural, for no reason is in evidence for 
modifying this conclusion. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say that it is not possible 
for the soul to have natural agentship, for that would lead to a 
negation of liberation. If agentship be the very nature of the Self, 
there can be no freedom from it, as fire can have no freedom 
from heat. Moreover, for one who has not got rid of agentship, 
there can be no achievement of the highest human goal (libera- 
tion), for agentship is a sort of misery. 

Opponent : Even while the power of agentship continues, the 
highest human goal can be achieved through the giving up of 
activities consequent on that. And that avoidance of activity 
follows from the avoidance of its causes (viz merit, demerit, etc.). 
This is just like the absence of the act of burning by fire when 
the fuel is removed, even though the fire has still the power to 
burn. 

Vedantin : No, since the causes (of activity, viz merit, demerit, 
etc.) become connected with (the agent through) the activities 
that his power necessarily evokes, (for power without the corre- 
sponding act is inconceivable). And when they become connected 
in this way, it is impossible to get rid of them wholly. 

Opponent: Liberation will be achieved on the strength of the 
Vedic injunction itself.?4 

Vedantin: No, since anything that can be acquired through 
practice is impermanent. Moreover, it has been stated that libera- 
tion stands established from the fact that the soul has been 
expounded (in the Upanisads) to be eternally pure, enlightened, 


* As the Vedic injunction (about sacrifices etc.) can change a human 
being into god, so it can change an agent into non-agent. 
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and free. But the presentation of such a soul cannot be logically 
justified if agentship be natural. Hence the agentship of the soul 
arises from the superimposition of the attributes of the limiting 
adjuncts; it is not innate. In support of this is the Vedic text, 
“It thinks as it were, and shakes as it were” (Br. IV. iii. 7). The 
text, “The intelligent people call the soul which is associated with 
body, organs, and mind, as the enjoyer” (Ka. I. iii. 4), shows that 
the soul when in association with the limiting adjuncts, gets the 
special characteristic of being an enjoyer. To the discriminating 
people there can be no individual soul, distinct from the supreme 
Self, which can be the agent or experiencer, for the Upanisad 
declares, “There is no other witness but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), 
etc. 

Opponent : If apart from the supreme Self, there be no intelli- 
gent soul which is an agent and distinct from the assemblage of 
body and organs, then it would come to this that the supreme 
Self Itself would be the entity undergoing transmigration and 
becoming the agent and the experiencer. 

Vedantin: No, since the states of being an agent and an 
experiencer are conjured up by ignorance. Thus the scripture 
also shows that the individual soul is an agent and an experiencer 
when in a state of ignorance: “Because when there is duality, 
as it were,...then one sees another” (Br. II. iv. 14); and then 
the scripture denies those very agentship and experiencership in 
the state of enlightenment: “But when to the knower of 
Brahman everything has become the Self, then what should one 
see and through what?” (ibid.). Similarly, the Upanisad shows 
how like a falcon flying in the sky, the soul becomes tired in 
the waking and dream states owing to its association with limiting 
adjuncts; and then the Upanisad shows the absence of that fatigue 
in the sleep state where the soul is embraced by the intelligent 
(supreme) Self; for the commencement is made with, “That is 
his real form, in which all objects of desire have been attained 
and are but the Self, and which is free from desires and devoid 
of grief” (Br. IV. ii. 21); and the conclusion is made with, “This 
is its supreme attainment, this is its supreme glory, this is its 
highest world, this is its supreme bliss” (Br. IV. ii. 32). This 
fact is stated by the teacher (Vyasa) in, “And (rather) this is 
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like the carpenter existing under both conditions”. The word “ca 
(and)” is used in the sense of “but” (rather). It is not to be 
thought thus that the agentship is natural to the soul just as heat 
is to fire. On the contrary, as it is seen in the world that a 
carpenter feels unhappy when working as an agent with instru- 
ments like an adze, and that this very man becomes happy when 
he reaches his own home leaving behind the instruments like the 
adze; then he is at nobody’s beck and call, he is free from 
worries, and free from all activity; similarly the soul in associa- 
tion with the duality, brought about by nescience, becomes an 
agent and is unhappy in the dream and wakeful states; but when 
for becoming free from that fatigue, that very soul enters into 
its own Self, the supreme Brahman, in the state of deep sleep, and 
becomes free from the assemblage of body and organs, it is no 
more an agent, and it becomes happy. So also in the state of 
liberation it has the darkness of ignorance dispelled with the lamp 
of knowledge, and becoming the absolute Self, it attains happi- 
ness. The point in the illustration of the carpenter is to be under- 
stood as applying merely thus far that the carpenter becomes an 
agent only when he is in need of the pre-requisites like the adze 
etc. for the set works of planing etc. but he is a non-agent in 
his mere physical presence. So also the soul becomes an agent 
only when it requires the instruments like the mind etc. for all 
kinds of work; but considered in itself, it is surely not an agent. 
The soul has, however, no limb (like the hand) with which to 
pick up or put aside the organs (i.e. instruments of work) like 
the mind etc., just as the carpenter picks up or puts away the 
adze etc. with his hands etc. 

As for the assertion that the soul must have agentship for such 
reasons as the need of imparting purposefulness to the scripture, 
that is wrong. When the scripture imparts injunction, it takes for 
granted the conventional agentship and then teaches about partic- 
ular forms of duty; but it does not itself prove the agentship of 
the soul. Moreover, we stated earlier that the soul has no agent- 
ship intrinsically, for there is instruction about the identity of 
the individual Self and Brahman. This is our standpoint. Hence 
any injunctive text will find enough scope by accepting the con- 
ventional agentship created by nescience. Besides, since the texts, 
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such as this, “The Purusa, a knower by nature, is a doer” (Pr. 
IV. 9), which are mere recapitulations of facts already known 
otherwise, may well be valid as merely referring to the empirical 
agentship as it is created by ignorance. Hereby are refuted the 
arguments about roaming (II. ili. 34), and taking up the organs 
(II. iii. 35), for they too are mere reiterations (of conventionally 
accepted facts). 

Opponent : Since the fact of roaming about by the soul is dealt 
with by saying that in the dream state, when all the organs have 
gone asleep, the soul moves about in its own body at will (Br. 
II. i. 18), it amounts to asserting that the absolute Self has agent- 
ship. So also in the matter of taking up the organs. Since the text, 
“it absorbs at the time the power of perception of the organs 
(vijnanant) through the intellect (viqzwanena)” (Br. II. i. 17), the 
objective and instrumental case-endings are used after the organs 
(in vijndnam and vijnadnena), therefore we are led to the conclu- 
sion that the absolute Self has agentship. 

Vedantin : In answer it is said: As for the dream state, there 1s 
no absolute stoppage of the use of the organs by the soul; for in 
the text, “Entering the dream state in association with the intel- 
lect, he (the Self) goes beyond this world” (Br. IV. in. 7— 
Madhyandina), we hear of the association with the intellect 
even in that state. So also in the Smrti: “Know that to be 
the state of dream experience, where after the stoppage of 
the organs, the mind remains active and experiences the 
objects”. Besides, the Upanisad declares that desire etc. are 
the modes of the mind (Br. I. v. 3); and they are witness- 
ed in dream. Therefore the soul moves about in dream in 
association with the mind. The roaming there also is not 
a reality but only a product of past impressions. Thus it is 
that the Upanisad describes the dream activities by qualifying 
them with the phrase “as if”: “He seems as if enjoying himself 
in the company of women, as if laughing or even seeing frightful 
things” (Br. IV. iii. 13). Ordinary people also describe the dream 
experiences in a similar way: “As if I were ascending a mountain 
peak”, “As if I saw a forest”. Similarly even with regard to the 
“taking up of the organs”, although the objective and instru- 
mental case-endings are used after the organs (vijmana), still the 
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soul’s agentship is to be understood as occurring as a result of 
conjunction with them, for we showed earlier that there can be 
no agentship in the absolute Self. In the common world also, the 
speaker’s modes of expression can be very various, as for instance, 
“The warriors are fighting”, or “the king is fighting through the 
warriors”. Moreover, in this case of “taking up” what is intended 
to be spoken of is the stoppage of the activity of the organs, and 
not the independent agentship of anyone (i.e. of the soul), for 
even when somebody goes to sleep without any conscious effort, 
the organs are seen to stop from activity.74. 

As for the allusion to the statement, ‘“‘Vij#ana spreads the sacri- 
fice” (Tai. II. v. 1), that only makes us understand the agentship 
of the intellect, since the word vijfiina is very often used in that 
sense, since it is mentioned immediately after the mind, and since 
in the text “faith is indeed his head” (Tai. II. iv), such limbs as 
faith etc. are declared for the Self identified with the intellect, 
and faith etc. are well known to be the modes of the intellect. 
Moreover, in the complementary passage occurs the sentence, 
“All the gods worship vijnana (intellect), the eldest, as Brahman” 
(Tai. II. v. 1); and it is a well-known fact that the intellect 
(identified with Hiranyagarbha) is the eldest or the first born 
(Br. V. iv. 1). Besides, this is confirmed by the assertion in 
another Vedic text that a sacrifice is performed by the organ of 
speech and the intellect: “That which is a sacrifice consists in a 
succession of speech and the intellect one after the other.’’25 

And it cannot be argued that if the organs (including the 
intellect) are assumed to be the agents, then there will be a 
reversal of the power of the intellect (from instrumentality to 
agentship—B. S. II. iii. 38), for all the things (even though) 
appearing with different case-endings must have agentship in 
their own respective spheres (of actions).2° The organs become 


“In the earlier argument it was conceded for argument’s sake that the 
soul takes up the organs when entering sleep. That activity too is denied 
here. 

* The sacrifice emerges from mental thought followed by the utterance 
of mantras through speech. Here also the agent of the sacrifice is the 
intellect. 

*®We say, “Rice is cooking’, “fuel is burning’, “the vessel contains” 
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instruments when considered from the standpoint of the act of 
perception; but the perception itself is by the soul. Here, again, 
the soul has no agency, for it is eternal consciousness by its very 
nature. The witnessing soul cannot have any agentship even 
through the ego-consciousness, for egoity itself is an object of 
perception to the soul, Again, if this position is accepted, there 
will be no need for fancying some other organ; for the intellect 
is admitted as the instrument. 

The objection that samadhi (profound meditation) would not 
be possible (B. S. II. iii. 39), stands refuted through the refutation 
of the assertion that the soul must be an agent so as to impart 
purposefulness to the scripture (B. S. II. iii. 33), for samadhi is 
enjoined by accepting the conventional agentship. Therefore the 
conclusion stands firm that the agentship of the soul is a creation 
of the limiting adjuncts. 


Topic 16: Sout’s AGENTSHIP DERIVED FROM Gop 


TUT THAT uve 


q But qeq (derived from) the Highest, aqad: for that is 
declared by Vedic texts. 


41. But the agentship (of the individual soul) is derived from 
God, for that is what is stated in the Vedic texts. 


Doubt: It has been said that the agentship of the individual 
soul occurs owing to the limiting adjuncts during the state of 
ignorance. Now it has to be considered whether that agentship 
occurs with or without any dependence on God. 

Opponent: Under the circumstances, the conclusion arrived 
at is that the soul does not depend on God for its agentship. 

Why? 

Because there is no need to depend. For this soul, impelled by 
likes, dislikes, etc. and endowed with all the other paraphernalia 
of action, can by itself have experiences of agentship. What has 
God to do for it? And it is not a recognized fact in the world 


and so on. The fuel is an agent so far as its Own action is concerned, 
but as regards cooking, it is an instrument. 
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that in such works as agriculture one has need of God, in the 
sense that one has of bullocks etc, Besides, 2 God, who creates 
creatures and endows them with an agentship that is essentially 
painful, will be open to the charge of cruelty as well as partiality 
owing to ordaining an agentship that leads to unequal results. 

Objection ; Was it not said that “No partiality and cruelty (can 
be charged against God) because of His taking other factors into 
consideration” (B. S. II. i. 34)? 

Opponent : What was said would have been true if God could 
possibly depend on other things; and that dependence would be 
possible for God if the creatures could possess merit and demerit. 
These again would have been possible if the individual souls had 
agentship. Now, if that agentship be dependent on God, then on 
what will God have His dependence? (If again God ordains 
without dependence on results of action), then on that supposi- 
tion the individual will get unmerited fruits. Hence the individual 
has his agentship independently and naturally. 

Vedantin: This contingency is ruled out by the aphorist by 
the word “but”, and his own position is stated in “the agentship 
(etc.)”. During the state of ignorance, when the individual soul 
is blinded by the darkness of ignorance and cannot understand 
itself to be different from the assemblage of body and organs, 
it derives its transmigratory state, consisting in its becoming an 
agent and experiencer, from the behest of the supreme Self who 
presides over all activities and resides in all beings, and who is 
the witness (of all), imparts intelligence (to all), and is the 
supreme Lord. Liberation, too, results from realization that is 
vouchsafed by Him out of His grace. 

Why? 

That is what is stated in the Vedic texts. Although the individ- 
ual being is impelled by such defects as attachment and is 
endowed with the accessories of activity, and although in 
ordinary experience, such activities as agriculture are not recog- 
nized as caused by God, still it is ascertained from the Vedic 
texts that God is the directing (i.e. ultimate efficient) cause 
behind all activities. To this effect occurs the text: “It is He 
who makes him do good works whom He would raise above 
these worlds, and it is He who makes them do evil works whom 
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He would drag down” (Kau, III. 8), as also “He who dwells in 
the sound and controls the soul from within” (S. B. XIV. vi. 7.30, 
By. III. vii. 3-23), and other texts of this kind. 

Opponent: If God has the (ultimate) power of directing in 
this way, He will have partiality and cruelty and the individual 
beings will reap unmerited results. 

The (Vedantin’s) answer is given in the negative: 


Farcateed fafeanfatraraaerifera: wei 


However Haq-saet-ate: dependent on the efforts made, 


fafea-sfafea-aaqaeq-anferq: on grounds of the enjoined and 
prohibited duties not becoming meaningless and so on. 


42. (God is), however, dependent on the efforts made, so 
that injunctions and prohibitions may not become meaningless 
and other defects may not arise. 


The word “however” is used for refuting the objections 
raised. In causing the individual to act, God takes into account 
the efforts—characterized either as virtuous or vicious—which 
the individual makes. Hence the defects, pointed out, do not 
arise. God acts merely as a general instrumental cause, dividing 
the resulting fruits of works unequally in accordance with the 
inequality of merit and demerit acquired by the individual 
beings, even as rain does. It is seen in the world that rain 
becomes the common instrumental cause of long and short 
creepers etc. or of rice and barley etc. which grow in accord- 
ance with their own seeds, and yet unless there be rainfall, they 
can have no differences in sap, flower, fruit, leaves, etc., nor can 
they have these in the absence of their own seeds; so also it 
stands to reason that God ordains good and bad for the individ- 
ual beings in accordance with the efforts made by the beings 
themselves. 

Opponent : If the agentship itself of the individual be depen- 
dent on God, then God can have no dependence on the effort 
made by the individual. 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty, Although the individ- 
ual’s agentship is dependent on God, still it 1s the individual 
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who really acts. God directs him just as he himself would pro- 
ceed with his work. Moreover, God directs him now in accord- 
ance with what he did previously, and He directed him earlier in 
accordance with what he had done still earlier. Thus since the 
state of transmigratory existence is without beginning, all this 
is above cavil. 

Opponent : How again is it known that God depends on the 
efforts made? 

The (Vedantin’s) answer is contained in, “so that the injunc- 
tions and prohibitions may not become meaningless and other 
defects may not arise”. For thus alone such injunctions and 
prohibitions as, “One desirous of heaven shall perform a sacri- 
fice”, “A Brahmana is not to be killed”, will not be stultified; 
else (if God does not depend on the acts done, then) these will 
become meaningless, and God Himself will be installed (as an 
absolute dictator) in the place of injunction and prohibition, 
since the individual will be absolutely under God (and not 
under the scriptures). Similarly (God being without any 
standard), He will strike with evil one who acts according to 
scripture, and bestow gifts on one who acts against it. In that 
case the authority of the Vedas will be set aside. Moreover, if 
God be absolutely autocratic, even ordinary personal efforts 
will become useless, and so also space, time, and causation will 
be meaningless. Furthermore, there will be the defect stated 
earlier (of getting unmerited results, etc). These and such 
other drawbacks are indicated by the term “other defects”. 


Topic 17: RELATION oF SOUL AND Gop 


TM AMaeweMesra ats seafarers TH vail 


aa: A part eqqeayre because mentioned arar as different, 


‘q aff as also azar otherwise gH some ated read of arar- 
faaa-artfacaq identity with Dasas (fishermen and slaves), Kitavas 


(gamblers), and others. 


43. (The individual souls are) parts of God because of ‘the 
mention that they are different, also because some read other- 
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wise of (Brabman’s) identity with fishermen, slaves, gamblers, 
and others. 


Doubt: It was stated earlier that as between the individual 
soul and God, there exists (a relationship based on) a feeling of 
one being the favoured and the other the favourer. And such a 
relationship is seen to subsist in the world between two mutually 
related entities, as for instance a servant and his master, or a 
fire and its sparks. Thus when it is admitted that the individual 
and God are mutually the beneficiary and the benefactor, the 
question arises, whether their relationship is like that between 
the master and the servant, or like that between fire and its 
sparks. 

Opponent: When this doubt arises, the conclusion may be 
either that the relationship is irregular, or since the feeling as 
between the ruler and the ruled is well known to be of the 
pattern subsisting between the master and the servant, it must 
be similar to that here as well. 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist says, “A part” etc. The indi- 
vidual should be a part of God even as a spark is of fire. The 
individual is a part only apparently, for the partless Brahman 
can have no part in the literal sense. 

Opponent: Why should not the individual be God Himself 
on this very ground of partlessness (of God)? 

Vedantin: (No), “because of the mention that they are 
different”. Unless there is some dissimilarity, the statement of 
difference, as contained in, “He is to be searched for, He is to 
be sought to be known” (Ch, VIII. vii. 1), “Knowing It alone 
one becomes a sage” (Br. IV. iv. 22), “He who dwells in the 
soul and controls the soul from within” (S. B. XIV. vi. 7), and 
similar texts, cannot be justified. 

Opponent: This reference to difference fits in more aptly 
if it be understood to be like that between a master and his 
servant. 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist says: “it is mentioned other- 
wise also” etc. Not that the individual is known merely to be. a 
part from the mention of difference. What else then? The 
mention is made in other ways also to establish non-difference. 
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Thus the followers of a certain section of the Atharva Veda 
read in their hymn to Brahman of the identity of Brahman with 
the Dasas, Kitavas, and others in, “The Déafas are Brahman; the 
Dasas are Brahman; even these gamblers are but Brahman” etc. 
The Dasas are the people known as Kaivartas (fishermen); the 
Dasas are those others (i.e. slaves) who surrender their bodies 
to a master; and (kitavas are) those others who are the gamblers 
engaged in playing dice; they are all nothing but Brahman. 
With the help of these illustrations of inferior beings the text 
shows that all individual souls are Brahman, who have entered 
into the aggregates of body and organs created by name and 
form. Similarly elsewhere also, when dealing with Brahman 
Itself, this very idea is elaborated: “You are woman, you are 
man, you are a young man or even a maid; you are old totter- 
ing about with the help of a stick; having taken birth, you have 
your face everywhere” (Sv. IV. 3), and “One becomes immor- 
tal by knowing that intelligent One who, after having created 
all the forms and names, (and after having entered there) goes 
on uttering (i.e. making use of) them” (Tai. A. III. xii. 16). 
This idea finds confirmation from such Vedic texts as, “There 
is no other witness but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23). And conscious- 
ness is common to both God and the individual beings even as 
heat is to fire and a spark. Thus since both difference and non- 
difference are known (from texts), it is gathered that the indi- 
vidual is a part. 
Why, again, should it be known to be a part? 


AAT Wey 


q And WIA on the authority of the words of the 
mantras, 


44, This follows from the words of the mantras also. 


The mantra text also reveals this fact: “Thus far (i.e. the 
whole creation) constitutes His glory; Purusa (i.e. the infinite 
Being) is greater even than that (creation). All Dhiitas (beings) 
are merely a foot (part) of His; His other three immortal feet 
are in heaven” (i.e. transcendental) (Ch. III. xii. 6). By bhiitas 
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(beings) is (suggestively) indicated here everything that moves 
or does not move, the living creatures being the most prominent 
among them; for we come across such a use, “(One attains the 
world of Brahman) by practising non-injury to all the bhiatas 
on all occasions apart from where the scriptures sanction it” 
(Ch. VIII. xv. 1). The words amfa (part), pada (foot or 
quarter) are synonymous with bhaéga (a portion). From this 
also the individual is known to be a part. 
What more is the reason for knowing it to be a part? 


aq FATT eu 


afr a Moreover eqzaq mention is made in the Smrti. 


4§. And this is also stated in the Smrti (Gita). 


In the Bhagavad-Git4 also (which is a Smpti) it is stated that 
the individual is a part of God: “An eternal portion of myself 
having become an individual soul in the world of the creatures” 
(XV. 7). From this also it is known that it is a part. As for 
the argument that in common experience it is well recognized 
that the relation of the ruler and the ruled obtains only among 
such persons as the master and the servant, although that is the 
well-known fact in the world, still it is ascertained from the 
scriptures that the relationship here is like that between a part 
and a whole as also like that between the ruled and the ruler. 
And it involves no contradiction to hold that God, having His 
unsurpassable limiting adjunct, rules over the individual souls 
having their inferior limiting adjuncts. 

Here the (opponent) says: If the individual be admitted to 
be a part of God who 1s the whole, then God will have to 
experience the pain of the transmigratory existence suffered by 
(all) the individuals, even as in the ordinary world, Devadatta, 
possessed of his own hands, feet, etc. suffers pain when it occurs 
to any one of the limbs. From this it will follow that those 
who reach Godhood will suffer greater pain; and as compared 
with this liberation, the earlier state of worldly existence will 
be preferable, so that the predicament will arise of full enlighten- 
ment becoming useless. 
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Vedantin: To this comes the reply: 


THeNfaaata FT vel 


qx: The supreme Self 4 vaq does not (suffer) thus s#rq-arfe— 
aq like light etc. 


46. The Supreme Self is not so (touched by the suffering of 
the individual soul), even as light etc. are not (affected by the 
things that condition them). 


We solemnly declare that God does not suffer the woes of 
the world like an individual being. The individual soul, under 
the influence of ignorance, seems to become identified with the 
body etc., and it suffers the sorrows occurring to the body, 
owing to its belief that the sufferings created by ignorance are 
its own. But God has no such identity with the body etc. nor 
any conception of suffering in Himself. In the case of the 
individual soul as well, the feeling of suffering that it has, arises 
from an error consisting in not realizing its difference from the 
limiting adjunct constituted by the body, organs, etc. which 
are created by name and form that are the products of igno- 
rance; but in reality it has no suffering. Just as a man, owing to 
his erroneous identity with the body, feels the pain caused to 
his body by a burn, a bruise, etc., so also he feels the pain caused 
to his son, friend, and others, owing to an erroneous identity 
with them under the idea, “I am the same as my son”, “I am the 
same as my friend”, arising from strong attachment to the son, 
friend, etc. caused by his love for them. From this it becomes 
known as a certainty that the feeling of sorrow is caused by an 
error of false identity. And this is understood from an observa- 
tion of the opposite instances. Thus it is that when many sit 
together—both those who have sons, friends, etc. and have a 
feeling of relationship with them, and those that have no such 
conception—and such pieces of news are broken that a son is 
dead, a friend is dead, and so on, then from that news, sorrow 
comes only to those who have the belief of having friends and 
sons, but not to those, e.g. monks and others who have no 
such belief. Thus since complete (i.e. discriminating) knowledge 
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is seen to serve some purpose even for a man under ordinary 
circumstances, what more need we speak of its purposefulness 
in the case of one who does not see anything apart from the 
Self which is never an object, and who has become one with 
what is by nature eternal consciousness? Hence there can be 
no question of complete enlightenment being useless, “As light 
etc.” is said by way of an illustration. As the light of the sun 
or moon spreads over the whole sky, and yet when it comes 
in contact with a conditioning factor like a finger etc., it seems 
to become straight or bent like them as these things become so, 
but not so in reality; or as space seems to move when pots etc. 
change places, but not so in reality; or as the reflection of the 
sun in a plate of water etc. seems to shake with the shaking of 
those things, but not so the sun that is the prototype; similarly 
even though a part of God, which is conjured up by nescience, 
conditioned by the intellect etc., and called an individual soul, 
suffers pain, still God, the possessor of that part, has no suffer- 
ing. And we said that even the suffering of the individual being 
is brought about by ignorance, Hence it is that the Upanisadic 
texts, as for instance, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), estab- 
lish the soul’s identity with Brahman Itself through a negation 
of the state of individuality caused by ignorance. Hence there 
can be no question of God becoming afflicted with pain owing 
to the individual’s suffering. 


carted FT ivll 
caztfea They say in the Smrtis q and. 


47, They say so in the Smrtis, and (the Upanisads declare 
thus). 


Moreover, Vyasa and others recollect (i.e. mention) (in their 
Smrtis), how the supreme Self is not afflicted by the suffering 
of the individual being: “Among these two, that which is the 
supreme Self is stated to be eternal and without attributes; and 
like the lotus leaf unaffected by water, It remains untouched 
even by the results of work. The other one that is the basis of 
all works, is subject to bondage and liberation, and it is he that 
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becomes again associated with the (subtle body constituted by) 
the seventeen factors.”?7 By the word “and” (in the aphorism) 
it is to be understood that “the Upanisads also state this”, for 
instance, “Of these two, the one eats the fruit of divergent taste, 
and the other looks on without eating” (Mu. III. i. 1, Sv. iv. 6), 
and “Similarly the Self, that is but one in all beings, is not 
tainted by the sorrows of the world, It being transcendental” 
(Ka, II. ii. 11). 

Somebody (an opponent) says here: If then the innermost 
Self of all beings be the same, then how will acquiescence and 
inhibition (i.e. injunction and prohibition)—both scriptural and 
human—fit in? 

Objection: Has it not been said that the individual soul is a 
part of God? And because of this difference among them (i.e. 
God and His various parts), injunction and prohibition, which 
centre round this difference, can well maintain their distinction. 
So what is the point in your question here? 

The answer (of the Opponent) is this: This cannot be so, for 
the Vedic texts, speaking of non-difference, establish the other 
fact also that the individual is not a part, as in, “After creating 
it, He entered into it” (Tai. II. vi. 1), “There is no other witness 
but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), “He goes from death to death, who 
sees difference as it were, in It” (Br. IV. iv. 19), “That thou 
art” (Ch. VI. vit-xvi), “I am Brahman” (Br. I. iv. 10), and 
other passages of the same class. 

Vedantin: Was it not said that from coming across both 
difference and non-difference (in the texts), the conclusion to 
be arrived at is that the individual is a part? 

Opponent: This could be so if both difference and non- 
difference were intended as facts to be established; but it is 
non-difference alone that is sought to be taught here, for the 
highest human goal is achieved through the realization of the 
identity of the individual soul with Brahman. The difference, 
comprehended empirically, is referred to only by way of a 
restatement of a known fact. And it was said that the individual 
cannot be a part of Brahman in the literal sense, for Brahman 


“Ten organs of perception and action, five vital forces, mind, and 
intellect. 
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is partless. Hence it is the same supreme Self, which is the inner- 
most Self of all beings, that assumes the state of the individual 
souls. This being the position, the logicality of injunction and 
prohibition has to be explained. 

Vedantin : That is being explained by us: 


TAMIR sararassatfaateag ies 


ae (scriptural) acquiescence and inhibition (are 
feasible) @g-ataqrqry owing to association with the body sqfq:- 


atfe-aq as in the case of light etc. 


48. Injunction and prohibition become effective owing to 
physical association, just as it is in the case of light etc. 


“One shall approach one’s wife at the proper time” is an 
injunction; “One shall not approach one’s teacher’s wife” is a 
prohibition. Similarly, “One shall sacrifice an animal to Agni 
and Soma” is an injunction; “One shall not injure any being” 
is a prohibition. So also in common life, “One shall entertain 
one’s friend” is an injunction; “One shall avoid one’s enemy” 
is a prohibition. Even though the Self is one, this kind of injunc- 
tion and prohibition are possible owing to “physical associa- 
tion”. “Physical association” means the contact with different 
bodies. 

What is this bodily contact? 

It consists in a rise of a perverse idea to the effect, “This 
aggregate of body etc. is but myself”. This is seen to. exist in 
all creatures and to take such forms as: “I go”, “I come’, “I am 
blind”, “I am not blind”, “I am dull”, “I am not dull’, and so 
on, There is nothing else apart from full enlightenment that 
can eradicate this. Before the dawn of that enlightenment, this 
error permeates all creatures. In this way, even though the Self 
is admitted to be one, still injunction and prohibition can find 
scope owing to the distinctions created through the association 
with the limiting adjuncts like the body etc., conjured up by 
ignorance. 

Opponent : In that case, injunction and prohibition are mean- 
ingless for one who is fully enlightened. 


33 
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Vedantin: No, for he is beyond the range of scriptural 
direction, as he has already got all that can be achieved. One 
who has to be directed will be directed with regard to some- 
thing to be avoided or something to be accepted. But how can 
one be directed who does not see anything other than the Self? 
Not that the Self can be asked to be engaged in action on 
Itself. 

Opponent: It is precisely one who knows that the Self is 
different from the body that can be directed (by the scrip- 
tures), 

Vedantin : No, for (such fitness for injunction follows when) 
one has still a notion that one is the aggregate of body etc.?® 
Though it is true that one is directed (by the scriptures) only 
when one knows (intellectually) the Self to be different from 
the body, still only that person alone can have the idea that he 
is being directed (by the scriptures) who does not realize the 
Self to be (actually) dissociated from body etc. even as space 
etc. (are from jar etc.). For nobody who understands the Self 
to be dissociated from the body etc. is ever seen to come under 
the range of direction, what to speak of one who realizes the 
unity of the Self? And it cannot be said that if the man of 
enlightenment is beyond all (scriptural) obligation, he may as 
well behave capriciously; for it is self-identity (with body etc.) 
that is seen to promote action everywhere, but in the case of 
the enlightened one there is no such self-identity. Therefore 
injunction and prohibition become possible only as a result of 
association with the body, “as it is in the case of light”. As fire 
from the cremation ground is avoided, but not the others, 
though as fire they are all the same; as sunlight falling on an 
unholy place is avoided, but not so the sunlight on holy 
ground, though as sunlight it is all the same; as diamonds, beryls, 
etc., which are particles of earthly matter, are accepted, but 
not so human corpses etc., though they are equally earthly 
things; as also the urine and dung of a cow are accepted, (the 


* An intellectual conception of the difference between the body and 
soul cannot remove the notion of the identity with the body that one 
actually has. Till that notion is removed by direct, actual realization, one 
is well within scriptural domination. 
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cow being holy), but not so the excreta of other species; so 
also is the case here. 


TAAAAT SAAR ve 


@q And aad: on account of want of connection aeqfanz: 
there is no intermixture. 


49. And there is no intermixture (of actions and results), 
since the soul has no connection with all (the bodies). 


Opponent : Conceded that injunction and prohibition will be 
possible owing to the association with particular bodies even 
though the Self be the same. But as regards the association with 
the results of work, it will all become a jumble on the assump- 
tion of a single Self, for the possessor (of experiences) will be 
but one. 

Vedantin: This will not be so, because the connection is not 
universal. The soul, either as an agent or as an experiencer, has 
no connection with all the bodies. For it has been stated that 
the individual soul is dependent on its limiting adjunct. As this 
limiting adjunct does not spread everywhere, so also the soul 
has no universal connection. Thus there can be no intermixture 
of either works or their results. 


AMM VT 7 iyoll 


@q And arara: a false appearance (i.e. reflection) wa cer- 
tainly. 


50. And’ (the individual soul) is only a reflection (of the 
supreme Self) to be sure. 


And it is to be understood that this individual soul is a reflec- 
tion of the supreme Self like the semblance of the sun in water. 
Not that the soul is the Self Itself, nor is it something else, 
From this also it follows that just as when any one of the 
reflections of the sun moves, the others do not, similarly when 
any one individual soul becomes associated with the result of 
its work, no other soul is associated with it. Thus the works 
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and the results of works do not certainly get intermixed. And 
since a false appearance is a creation of ignorance, it is but 
logical that the transmigratory state centring round that appear- 
ance must also be a creation of ignorance; and hence the instruc- 
tion is logically proper that the identity of the soul with 
Brahman, which is the supreme reality, is attained by eradicating 
that appearance. On the contrary, this intermixture (of works 
and results) arises in the case of those only who believe in 
many souls, each one of which is omnipresent. 

How? 

“The souls are many and omnipresent, and by nature they 
are consciousness, devoid of qualities, and unexcelled. For 
serving their purposes they have in common one primordial 
Nature (Pradhana). And the experiences (of happiness and 
sorrow) as well as liberation accrue to these souls from that 
Nature”—This is what the Sakbyas say. 

(The VasSestkas maintain that) although the souls are many 
and omnipresent, still they are intrinsically unconscious, and 
are mere substances like pots, walls, etc. The minds which serve 
them are atomic and unconscious. That being so, from a contact 
of the substance called soul and the substance called mind, 
emerge nine distinct qualities of the soul, viz desire and the rest,?® 
and they inhere individually in the soul without getting inter- 
mixed. This is the transmigratory state. The absolute .cessation 
of the emergence of those nine qualities of the soul is liberation. 
This is the view of the followers of Kanada (i.e. VaiSesikas). 

Of these two views, as regards that of the Sarhkhyas, since 
all the souls are consciousness by nature and the proximity of 
Pradhana is common to them all, when any one of them becomes 
associated with happiness or sorrow, all the others become 
equally so. 

Samkhya: It may be like this: Since Nature acts for the 
liberation of the souls, some individual differentiation (or 
adjustment) will be made (by her), for else the activity of 
Nature will amount merely to a display of her own glory, and 
in that case there will be no liberation. 

* Intelligence, happiness, sorrow, desire, dislike, effort, merit, demerit, 
and impression. 
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Vedantin: This is vain talk, for it is not possible to under- 
stand any such individual adjustment required (on utilitarian 
grounds) for the fulfilment of (individual) desired ends. The 
adjustment has, therefore, to be explained on the basis of some 
valid reason.3° In the absence of any reason, however, the 
desired liberation of the soul may very well remain unaccom- 
plished, while the intermixture becomes inevitable owing to 
the absence of any valid ground for individual adjustment. 

Even from the point of view of the followers of Kanada, 
whenever the mind becomes connected with any one of the 
souls, it will have connection with the other souls also without 
obstacle, for (the causes for that connection, viz) proximity, 
etc. are equally in evidence, (the souls being omnipresent). 
From this indistinguishability of cause, the result also will be 
indistinguishable, and so from the contact of one soul with 
happiness and sorrow all the other souls will be open to these. 

The opponents may argue that the individual adjustment will 
follow from the unseen potential results of work. But the 
aphorist says, no— 


HEAT WAN 


aqe-afraany Since the unseen potential results of works 
cannot be allocated individually. 


51. (Even the unseen potential results of works cannot regu- 
late individual allocation), since the unseen potential results 
(themselves) cannot be allocated thus. 


The unseen potential results of works, consisting in merit and 
demerit, are earned (individually) through mind, speech, and 
body, even though the souls continue to be many, all-pervasive 
like space, and equally contiguous to every body, in and out. 
Now then, from the Sarmkhya standpoint, there is nothing to 


Inert Nature cannot study the desires of the souls; and the liberation 
that is still in the womb of futurity and is itself inert cannot give rise 
to any individual adjustment. Hence this adjustment is accepted by you 
not from the point of view of any valid reason, but from that of utility 
for serving an unproved hypothesis. 
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regulate the experiencing of happiness and sorrow by each soul 
individually, since the unseen potential results do not inhere in 
the soul (the soul being attributeless), but they abide in 
Nature, which again is common to all. The same fault arises in 
the case of the followers of Kanada as well, since the unseen 
potential results are brought about by contacts between the 
souls and mind which (contacts) are common to all, just as 
much as in the earlier case, so that there is no reason to main- 
tain any such rule that a particular result will belong to a 
particular soul. 

The (Vaisesika) opponent may argue thus: Such resolves etc. 
as, “I shall get this result”, “I shall avoid this”, “I shall make 
such effort”, “I shall act thus”, and so on, which spring in each 
soul individually will regulate the mastery of the souls over 
their (respective) unseen results. 

But the aphorist says, no— 


afraeaifasaty way NYzn 


afy Even aPrafey aria in the case of resolution etc. w= also 
way it is the same. 


52. And the same (defect springs up) even in the case of 
resolves etc. 


Since resolves etc. are also made in the proximity of all the 
(omnipresent) souls through a contact between a soul and the 
mind (which contact becomes) common to all, therefore these 
resolves etc. cannot be logically accepted as regulating the 
allocation (of pleasure and pain). And hence the defect pointed 
out will certainly arise. 


seanfefa Warearalarq NIN 


weaqrq On the basis of different parts gff Aq if this be the 
position, 4 not so, a#*q:-araTq because of getting included 
(in all). 


53. If it be said that this (individual allocation of pleasure and 
pain) can be possible in accordance with the separate part (of 
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each soul in each body), then it cannot be so, because of all 
(the ommipresent souls) getting included in all (the bodies). 


Opponent : It may now be argued that though the individual 
soul is omnipresent, still its contact with the mind, residing in 
the body, will happen in a particular part of that soul that is 
circumscribed by that body, and thus the allocation of resolves 
etc., unseen potential results of works, and happiness and sorrow 
will be encompassed in relation to that part. 

Vedantin : Even that is not valid. 

Why? 

“Because of getting included (everywhere)”. Since all the 
individual souls are equally omnipresent, they become included 
in all the bodies. That being the case, it is impossible for the 
VaiSesikas to imagine any part of a soul that becomes separated 
by a body. And even if this be imagined, that part of the part- 
less soul will not be able to regulate (the allocation of) actual 
effects, this separation having existence merely in imagination. 
And the body, coming into being as it does in the vicinity of 
all the souls, cannot be assigned to any particular soul rather 
than to all the others. Even if a difference of parts (in 
souls) be accepted, still (such parts cannot determine the 
allocation of experience; for) two souls, having in store for 
them the same happiness and sorrow may at times have those 
experiences through a single body, since it is possible for the 
two souls to have an unseen (potential) result bound up with 
the same locality. Thus when Devadatta’s body moves away 
from a locality where Devadatta had experienced happiness and 
sorrow, and then Yajfiadatta’s body moves into the same place, 
he is seen to have the same kind of happiness and sorrow as the 
former; that would not be the case unless Devadatta and 
Yajiiadatta had an unseen potential result (in store for them) 
bound up with the same locality. And the possibility of not 
enjoying heaven etc. also arises from the standpoint of one who 
talks of parts in the soul; for (there must be a unity of the 
agent and enjoyer; but according to your theory) the unseen 
potential results of works may be earned in the Brahmana bodies 
etc., whereas the heavenly enjoyment etc. have to occur in a 
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different locality.21 Moreover if the souls be many, they cannot 
be all-pervasive, since there is no such illustration to prove this, 
Cite for me then those (illustrative) things that are many at the 
same time that they occupy the same place. 

Opponent: Take for instance colour, (taste, smell), etc. 
(existing in the same flower). 

Vedantin: No, for they too are non-different so far as they 
are identical with the substance to which they belong; and in 
themselves they have distinct characteristics. But the many 
souls have no distinctive characteristics.®? 

Opponent: The difference is possible owing to the presence 
of an ultimate vifesa (inherent differentia) in the souls. 

Vedantin : No, since the supposition of difference in the souls 
(resulting from the inherent differentia) and the inference of 
such differentia (on the strength of the differences among the 
souls) would lead to a logical seesaw. Moreover, even the 
omnipresence of space etc. is unacceptable to the believers in 
Brahman, since these are understood by them to be products. 
Hence the conclusion is that all defects can be obviated only by 
those who believe in the unity of the Self. 


* Any part of the soul, determined by the body, as also the contact 
between mind and soul, is common to all souls, they being omnipresent. 
So any particular body can determine the parts for all the souls, and 
any mind can be in contact with all the souls. Thus experiences cannot 
be kept distinct. Even an unseen potential result does not mend matters, 
for the part of the soul where this result arises does not move about; 
and if this fixity be conceded, then it has to be admitted that other souls 
can have the same experiences at that very locality, for that is what we 
see in ordinary life. Moreover, that particular part being motionless, the 
result acquired in a Brahmana body cannot move to heaven for fruition. 

® Colour is nothing but its own material, viz the element “light”; smell 
is nothing bur “earth”, taste is nothing but “water”; and so on. Apart 
from these substsnees, there is no such thing as a flower. Besides, colour, 
taste, etc. differ among themselves, but not so the souls, which have the 
same characteristics. Thus the illustration falls through. 


SEcrION IV 


Topic 1: ORIGIN OF THE PRANAS 


Introduction: In the third section was resolved the conflict 
among the Vedic texts about (the creation of) space, etc. In the 
fourth section is now being resolved the conflict about pramas 
(organs).1 Now then, in such contexts dealing with creation as, 
“That created fire” (Ch. VI. ii. 3), “From that Self that is such 
emerged space” (Tai. II. i. 1), and others, the origin of the 
pranas (organs) is not mentioned. Again in some contexts, their 
origin itself is denied, as in, “This was but non-existence in the 
beginning” (Tai. II. vii). (This is not nihilism;) for in, “With 
regard to that they asked, ‘What is it that was non-existent?’ 
The rsis themselves were non-existent in the beginning. With 
regard to that they asked, ‘Who were the rsis?’ The pranas 
were the rsis” (S. B. VI. i. 1.1), we hear of the existence of the 
pranas even before creation started. In other places, however, 
the origin of the organs as well is stated, as in, “As from a 
blazing fire tiny sparks fly in all directions, so from this Self 
emanate all the prayas (organs)” (Br. II. i. 20). “From Him 
originates Prana (vital force) as well as the mind, all the senses, 
(space, air, fire, water, and earth that supports everything)” 
(Mu. I. 1. 3), “From Him emerge the seven pramas (sense- 
organs)” (Mu. II. 1. 8), “He created Prépa, from Prana He 
created faith, space, air, fire, water, earth, organs, mind, food” 
(Pr. VI. 4), and other places. Since a textual conflict is obvious 
in those places, and since it is not possible to discover any reason 
for adopting either of the two alternatives, the result is bound 
to be a non-comprehension of the meaning; or since the exist- 
ence of the organs before creation is mentioned by the texts, 
the conclusion may be that the texts speaking of the origin of 


+The creation, nature, and number of pranas will be decided. The 
word prana has several meanings, of which three will be considered in 
this section—organs, vital force in each individual, and Prana in its cosmic 
aspect. 
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the organs are to be taken in a secondary sense. Hence the answer 
is given in the aphorism: 


TAT ATT: Wet 
aar Similarly syqy: the pranas (organs). 


1. Similarly the organs (are produced from the supreme Self). 


Opponent: How again does the word “similarly” fit in here, 
since nothing is presented by way of an illustration, (this being 
only the beginning of a section)? The topic dealt with at the 
end of the section just preceding was the refutation of the 
theory that the souls are all-pervasive and many. That, however, 
cannot serve the purpose of an illustration, since there is no 
similarity. Something can serve as an illustration when it has 
similarity, as for instance, “Balavarman is like a lion”. It may 
be argued (by some one) thus: “The word ‘similarly’ is meant 
for showing the similarity with unseen potential results (occur- 
ring at the end of the last section); the meaning being that the 
organs originating in the vicinity of all the all-pervasive souls 
cannot be allocated to any particular soul, just as much as the 
unseen potential results originating in the vicinity of all the 
all-pervasive souls cannot be assigned to any one of them”. But 
since that position has been already dealt with by saying that 
the bodies cannot be assigned to the souls individually, (the 
souls being all omnipresent), a fresh consideration will mean 
a mere repetition. Moreover, the organs cannot be compared 
with the souls, for that would be going against the accepted 
point of view, inasmuch as it was stated that the souls are not 
produced, whereas the intention here is to speak of the creation 
of the organs. Hence the word ‘similarly’ seems to be inappro- 
priate. 

Vedantin: No, for a relation (of ‘similarity’) can be estab- 
lished even with the illustration presented in the illustrative 
(scriptural) sentences themselves. The illustration in the present 
case is contained in the texts speaking of the origin of the 
organs, as for instance, “From this Self emanate all the organs, 
al! ‘worlds, all gods, and all beings” (Br. II. 1. 20), and similar 
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others. The meaning in those texts is that the organs originate 
from the supreme Brahman just like the worlds etc. So also in 
the text, “From Him originates Praza, as well as the mind, all 
the organs, space, air, fire, water, and the earth that supports 
everything” (Mu. II. i. 3), as also in similar others, it is to be 
understood that the organs originate like space etc. Or it may 
be like this. Just as Jaimini relies on a connection with a 
remote example in such places as in the aphorism, “When one 
vomits after drinking in the course of a Vedic sacrifice, the 
remedy is to be undertaken in the same way as when a fault 
arises from giving away a defective horse in a sacrifice” (Jai. 
III. iv. 32), (so also Vyasa can do likewise). Just as it is under- 
stood that space etc., spoken of in the previous and other 
sections are the products of Brahman, so also the organs are 
the products of the supreme Brahman. This is how it is to be 
construed. 

Opponent : What again is the reason for accepting the organs 
as products? 

Vedantin: The very fact that the Upanisads mention this. 

Opponent : Was it not pointed out that in some places the 
origin of the organs is not spoken of? 

Vedantin: That conclusion is wrong, since origin is spoken 
of in other places; for any omission in mentioning something 
somewhere cannot rule out the mention made elsewhere. Hence 
it is well affirmed that since there are Vedic mentions of origin, 
the organs originate even as space etc. do. 

It was argued that since the texts mention the existence of 
the pranas (organs) before creation, therefore, any text that 
speaks of the origin of the organs, must be taken in a secondary 
sense. That position is refuted in: 


TMA WRI 


atei-waeaTary Because of the impossibility (of the text about 
origin) in the metaphorical sense. 


2. (Origin of the organs has to be accepted) because of the 
impossibility of (the text about origin having) the secondary 
sense. 
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The compound in gaunyasambhavat is formed by dropping 
the sixth case-ending after gauni (meaning thereby: “Because of 
the impossibility of the secondary use”). The text speaking of 
the origin of the organs cannot have a secondary sense, for that 
would lead to an abandonment of the general assertion. The 
assertion of the knowledge of all through a knowledge of one is 
contained in, “O adorable sir, (which is that thing) which 
having been known all this becomes known?” (Mu. I. i. 3); and 
for propounding that assertion it is stated: “From Him originates 
Prana etc.” (Mu. II. 1. 3). If the whole of this creation starting 
from Prana be a product of Brahman, then only can that asser- 
tion become justified in accordance with the reasoning that a 
product cannot exist apart from its material cause. But if the 
creation of all this, starting from Prana, be only in a secondary 
sense, then the assertion ‘will be falsified.2 And it is in keeping 
with this, that the assertion made (earlier) is concluded thus: 
“Purusa alone is all this—(comprising) the karma and know- 
ledge. He who knows this supremely immortal Brahman, (as 
existing in the heart, destroys here the knot of ignorance)” 
(Mu. IT. i. 10), and “This world is nothing but Brahman, the 
highest” (Mu. II. ii. 11). So also such Upanisadic texts as, “By 
the realization of the Self, my dear, through hearing, reflection, 
and meditation, all this is known” (Br. II. iv. 5), are to be 
understood as making the same declaration. 

Opponent: Why then does a Vedic text speak of the exist- 
ence of the pravas (organs) before creation? 

Vedantin: That sentence does not speak of the ultimate 
material cause (Brahman as existing in association with Prana), 
for in the text “He is without Prana, and without mind; He is 
pure and superior to the (other) superior immutable (i.e. 
Maya)” (Mu. II. i. 2), it is asserted that the ultimate material 
cause is free from all such distinctive features as Prana etc. But 
it is to be understood that the assertion about the existence of 
the pranas (organs) before creation is made from the standpoint 
of the (organs of the) subsequent material cause (Hiranyagarbha 


*If Brahman be the material cause in a figurative sense, all things will 
not be known even when Brahman is known. 
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derived from Brahman) which is again a cause of its own 
derivatives. For it is well established on the strength of the 
Vedas and Smrtis that the things that have become manifested 
(through names and forms) in several stages are themselves 
related by way of being the material causes and products (in a 
successive order). As the aphorism “gaunyasambhavat” (II. iii. 
3) appearing under the topic of space stated the position of 
the opponent, it was explained to mean: “Any Vedic text about 
origin is secondary, for a primary sense is impossible”. And the 
answer was given there by saying that such an interpretation 
would lead to an abandonment of the “general assertion” (or 
original declaration). But since the present aphorism states the 
conclusion of the Vedantin, the explanation is made by saying, 
“Because of the impossibility of (the text about origin having) 
the secondary sense”. Those, however, who in conformity with 
that earlier aphorism, would interpret this one also to mean, 
“Any Vedic text speaking of origin is used metaphorically, for 
a primary sense is inadmissible”, would ignore (the consequent 
difficulty, viz) the abandonment of the original declaration (of 
all being known from one). 


ATTHATAT 3M 


q Also agq-sra-9d: because that term, (jayate, “is born”), 
is used earlier in the Upanisad. 


3. Also because that term, (“is born”), is used earlier (in the 
primary sense) in the Upanisad (in connection with Préna).® 


For this further reason the Vedic text about the origin of the 
pranas is to be taken in its primary sense just as in the case of 
space etc., for the very same term jayate, signifying origin, 
that is heard of earlier in connection with the pramas (organs) 
is applied later to space etc. as well. It was proved that 
the origin of space etc. is spoken of in the primary sense 


*“From Him originate (ja@yate) Prana as well as the mind, all the senses, 
space, air, fire, water, and earth that supports everything” (Mu. II. i. 3), 
where the origin of Prana is spoken of in the primary sense earlier than 
the origin of space etc. in the primary sense. 
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in the text, “From Him originates Pra@ma” etc. (Mu. II. 1. 3). 
Because of the use of the same word “origin” (in connection 
with space, etc.) the origin spoken of in the case of the pramas 
also should be understood in the primary sense. For a single 
term, used only once in the same context in the same sentence 
and connected with many things, cannot be understood to have 
a primary sense in some places and a secondary sense at others; 
for that would involve a distortion. So also in the text, “He 
created Prana, and faith from Prana” (Pr. VI. 4), the term 
“creation” heard of in connection with pra@za, becomes con- 
nected with faith and the rest that too have origin. This logic 
applies equally at places where a term denoting origin is met 
with in the latter parts of a sentence, but has to be connected 
with earlier words, as for instance, the term “emanate (vyuc- 
carenti)” used at the end of the passage, “all the beings 
emanate”* (Br. II. 1. 20) is connected with the pra@yas and the 
rest occurring in the earlier part of the sentence. 


ATTAHCATSTA: Ivit 


On account of their precedence arq: over speech 
(etc.). 


4. (Prainas must have originated from Brabman) since speech 
is preceded by them. 


Although the origin of the prayas is not mentioned in the 
context, “That created fire” etc. (Ch. VI. ii. 3), the origin of 
the three elements—fire, water, and earth—alone being heard 
of, still from the mention of the fact that (the organ of) speech, 
the vital force (Praua), and the mind emanate from fire, water, 
and earth (respectively), which have Brahman as their material 
cause, it follows that all the organs must have originated from 
Brahman, for the latter too are on a par with the former, (all 
being equally pranas—organs). To explain this: In this very con- 
text (of the Chandogya), speech, the vital force, and the mind 


*“All the organs, all worlds, all gods, and all beings emanate from this 
self.” 
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are mentioned as proceeding (respectively) out of fire, water, 
and earth in the text, “For the mind is formed out of food 
(earth), O amiable one, the vital force is formed out of water, 
and speech is formed out of fire’ (Ch. VI. v. 4). Now if their 
birth from earth etc. be spoken of in the primary sense in that 
text, it goes without saying that they must have originated from 
Brahman. Even though a secondary sense be assumed, still from 
the fact that their origin is mentioned in the course of (describ- 
ing) the process of the manifestation of names and forms by 
Brahman, and from the fact that the start is made with the text, 
“That by knowing which the unheard becomes heard” (Ch. VI. 
1. 3) and the conclusion is made with the text, “All this has that 
(Brahman) as its self” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), and from the fact that 
this is a well-known fact in the other Upanisads, it becomes 
evident that when the mind etc. are spoken of as having origi- 
nated from food etc., the motive is to elaborate the fact that 
they are produced from Brahman Itself. From this also it 
follows that the prayas originated from Brahman. 


Topic 2: NuMBER OF PRANAS 


The Vedic textual conflict about the origin of the prayas has 
been resolved. Now is being resolved the conflict about number. 
While on this topic of pranas, the (chief) Prana (vital force) 
will be dealt with (by the aphorist) later; now is being deter- 
mined the number of the other prayas (organs). 

The doubt (about the number) arises here owing to a conflict 
among the Vedic texts. At one place the pramas are declared to 
be seven, as in, “From Him emerge the seven pramas” (Mu. II. 
i. 8). At another place again eight prazas characterized as 
grabas (i.e. perceivers or sense-organs), are declared, as in, 
“There are eight grabas and eight atigrabas (i.e. super-grabas, 
i.e. sense-objects determining the nature of the perceptions)”— 
(Br. III. ii. 1). At some place the number is nine: “The pranas in 
the head are seven indeed, and two are below” (Tai. S. V. i. 
7.1). In some place the number is ten: “Nine indeed are the 
organs in a man, and the tenth 1s the navel” (Tai. S. V. iii. 2.3). 
In another place it is eleven: “The ten organs in the human body 
with the mind as the eleventh” (Br. III. ix. 4). In some place it 
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is twelve, for instance in the text (beginning with): “As the 
skin is the one goal of all kinds of touch” etc. (Br. II. iv. 11); 
somewhere it is thirteen, as in the text (beginning with): “The 
organ of sight and the object of vision” etc. (Pr. IV. 8). Thus 
are the Vedic texts at variance as regards the number of the 
pranas. What then is the conclusion to be arrived at? 


aq Tdfatfadcara yt 


acy seven (in number) aq: because of being so understood 
q and faafyacatq because of being specified. 


5. The prauas are seven in number because of being so known 
and because of such a specification. 


Opponent: The pranas are surely seven in number. 

Why? 

“Because of being so known”, because the organs are known 
to be so many from such Vedic texts as, “From Him emerge 
the seven pranas” (Mu. II. i. 8). Moreover, they are specified as 
such in, “The pramas in the head are seven indeed” (Tai. S. V. i. 
7.1). 

Objection: We come across a repetition of the word “seven” 
in the text: “The prazas have been deposited (in the cavity of 
the heart) by seven and seven” (Mu. II. i. 8). And that repeti- 
tion leads us to understand that the pramas are more than seven. 

Opponent: That is no defect; for the repetition is made from 
the point of view of the different persons, meaning thereby that 
the prdyas are seven in each person, but not that each group 
of seven pranas differs from other groups of seven prdanas 
intrinsically, 

Objection: Have not the numbers eight, etc. also been cited 
in regard to the prazas? So how can they be seven only? 

Opponent: True, they have been cited; but since there is 
a conflict, only one of the numbers has to be accepted. But as 
it is reasonable to assume the smallest number, (according to the 
law of parsimony), we stick to the number seven. The other 
figures that are met with in the texts, are used from the point of 
view of the difference of functions. 
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Vedantin : To this the reply is being given: 


getraney featsat Taq eh 


But gzq-araq: hands etc. (are there); feea it being estab- 
lished (thus) aq: therefore 4 yay not so. 


6. But the hands etc. are there; since (an excess is) established 
thus, therefore it is not so. 


But hands and other prazas are mentioned in the Upanisads in 
addition to the seven prayas in such texts as, “The hands indeed 
are the grabas; they are controlled by the atigraba, work, for 
one does work with the hands” (Br. III. ii. 8). “It being estab- 
lished” that there is an excess over seven, it is even possible to 
justify the number seven by considering it to be included in 
the greater number. When there is a dispute about a smaller and 
a greater number, the greater number should be accepted, 
for the smaller one can be accommodated within the greater; 
but not so can the greater be accommodated within the smaller. 
Hence it is not to be thought that the pramas must be seven in 
number in keeping with the logic of preferring the less (in 
conformity with the law of parsimony). Rather those pranas 
should be eleven only, in accordance with the (greater) number 
occurring later. In support of this, the text was quoted: “The 
ten organs in the human body with the dtma, as the eleventh” 
(By. Ill. ix. 4). By the word dtma, we are to understand the 
internal organ (mind), for the context is of the organs (and 
not of the Self which is the usual meaning of dt7m@). 

Opponent : Were not numbers greater than eleven, viz twelve 
and thirteen cited by us? 

Vedantin: Truly they were cited; but there are no such 
objects (or functions) over and above eleven, for the sake of 
which one would have to posit more organs. The five sense- 
objects are sound, touch, colour, taste, and smell; and there 
are five sense-organs (ear, skin, eye, tongue, and nose) for their 
perception. The five activities are speaking, grasping, walking, 
ejecting, and enjoying, for which are the five motor-organs. 
And the mind which has to deal with all the objects and which 

34 


530 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA (Il. iv. 6 


operates over all the three periods of time is but one having 
various functions. According to the difference of these func- 
tions, that same internal organ is sometimes referred to by 
various names, viz mind, intellect, miad-stuff (memory), and 
egoism, as though these are quite different. Thus it is that after 
enumerating the different functions starting with desire, the 
Upanisad says: “(Desire, resolve, doubt, faith, want of faith, 
steadiness, unsteadiness, shame, intelligence, and fear)—all these 
are but the mind” (Br. I. v. 3). Moreover, one who would 
consider the seven organs (two eyes, two ears, two nostrils, 
and tongue) in the head to be the only organs, would really 
accept four organs (of seeing, hearing, smelling, and talking); 
for though they are really four, they become manifested in 
different places and are then counted as seven, viz two ears, 
two eyes, two nostrils, and one tongue. It cannot be asserted 
that the other organs are but the different functions of these 
four, for the functions of the (motor-organs like) hands etc. 
belong altogether to a different class. Similarly in the text, 
“Nine indeed are the prazas in a man, the tenth is the navel” 
(Tai. S. VII. v. 1.2), the pramas are numbered as ten from the 
point of view of the orifices in the body, but not from the 
point of view of the difference in the nature of the organs, 
which fact becomes clear from the statement, “The navel is 
the tenth.” For no such organ as the navel is recognized any- 
where. But for the chief vital force, the navel, too, is a special 
place of residence, and hence it is said that the navel is the 
tenth. Some organs are counted somewhere for the sake of 
meditation (Tai. S. V. i. 7.1), whereas elsewhere they are 
counted by way of illustrating (some point in view) (as in 
Br. III. ii. 1). Thus since the counting of the organs follows 
diverse patterns, one has to consider what point of view is 
involved in a particular statement. The final conclusion that 
stands established, however, is that the mention of the pranas 
as eleven is authoritative, since that conforms to the objects (or 
functions) of the organs. 

Here is an alternative way of explaining the two aphorisms: 

Opponent: The pranas (organs) must be seven in number, 
since the Upanisad mentions the departure of seven only (at the 
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time of death) in the text, “When it (the soul) departs, the 
vital force follows; when the vital force departs all the (sense-) 
organs follow” (Br. IV. iv. 2). 

Objection: Is not the word “al!” also mentioned there? Why 
is it asserted that the seven organs alone depart? 

Opponent: The answer is given in, “because there is such 
a specification”. The relevant seven organs alone, counting from 
the eyes to the skin, are “specified”, that is to say, dealt with 
here one by one by making the start with, “[When this (soul) 
becomes weak and senseless, as it were, the organs come to it] 
... When the presiding deity of the eye turns back from all 
sides, the man fails to notice colour. The eye becomes united 
(with the subtle body); then people say, ‘He does not see’” 
(Br. IV. iv. 1-2). Besides, the word “all” refers to all that is 
relevant (to the context). Thus when it is said, “All the 
Brahmanas have to be fed”, the invited Brahmanas, who form 
the subject of the speech, are alone meant by the word “all” and 
not the others (who are uninvited). Similarly in the present 
context, the seven pramas which are under discussion (viz the 
organs of vision, smell, speech, enjoyment, hearing, thinking, 
touch) are referred to by the word “all”, but not the others. 

Objection : Is not the intellect also counted (in Br. IV. iv. 2) 
as the eighth? So how can it be said that the seven alone are 
enumerated? 

Opponent: That is no defect; for although the mind and the 
intellect differ in their functions (of thinking and knowing), 
they have no substantial difference; and hence the number seven 
is justifiable. Therefore the pramas are seven only. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: “But there are 
in evidence other organs like the hands etc. over and above the 
seven”, as mentioned in such texts as, “The two hands are the 
graba” etc. (Br. III. ii. 8). This state of being a graba conveys 
the sense of bondage, implying that the embodied soul becomes 
bound down by this bondage called the graha (lit. one that 
grasps). That embodied soul is not bound down to a single 
body, for bondage exists equally in other bodies as well. So by 
implication this comes to mean that this bondage, called graba, 
moves over to other bodies as well. And in support of this is 
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the Smrti text: “He (the soul) becomes associated with the 
assemblage of eight,®= counting from Prana, which (eight) 
become its indicatory marks. One becomes bound when one is 
under their bondage, and free when liberated from them.” This 
text shows that till liberation, the soul does not become disso- 
ciated from this bondage, called graba. And in the Pragna 
Upanisad of the Atharva Veda, where the organs and their 
objects are enumerated in the passage opening with, “the organ 
of sight, and the object of vision” (IV. 8), the organs (of 
action) like hands etc. are also enumerated along with their 
objects in a similar way in, “the hands and the objects grasped, 
sex and enjoyment, the organ of excretion and the excreta, the 
feet and the space trodden” (ibid.). Similarly, the text, “These 
are the ten organs in the human body, with the mind as the 
. eleventh. When they depart from this mortal body, they make 
(one’s relations) weep” (Br. III. ix. 4), shows that the eleven 
organs leave the body (after death). And the word “all”, 
being connected with the word pramas, indicates all the 
pranas, and hence it cannot be confined to the seven alone 
on the strength of the immediate topic; for a direct Vedic 
text is of higher authority than a topic. Even in the exam- 
ple, “All the Brahmanas are to be fed”, we should logically 
understand all the Brahmanas on the earth, for that is the 
meaning of the word “all”. But since the feeding of all is not 
possible, we understand by a figure of speech that the “all” 
implies all the invited Brahmanas. But in the case under discus- 
sion there is no valid ground for restricting the meaning of 
“all”. Therefore all the pramas are to be understood here by 
the word “all”, though the seven are presented by way of illus- 
tration. Thus this is beyond criticism. Hence, the conclusion 
arrived at is that the pramas are eleven in number as gathered 
from the Vedic texts and in accordance with their function. 


5 (i) The five vital forces, (ii) the five subtle elements, (iii) the five 
organs of actions, (iv) the five organs of perception, (v) the mind in its 
four aspects, (vi) ignorance, (vii) desire, and (viii) action. 
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Topic 3: ATomMIc PRANAS 


AMTAT INV! 
7. And the organs are atomic (i.e. subtle and limited in size). 


Now is being added another characteristic of the organs them- 
selves. These organs, that are being considered, are also to be 
known as atomic. The atomicity of the organs consists in their 
being fine (beyond sight and touch) and limited (of a medium 
size); but they are not like the ultimate atoms, for that would 
make their activities over the entire body impossible. These 
organs are subtle; for if they were gross, they would have been 
perceived by people near a dying man, when they come out of 
the body like a snake out of its hole. And these organs are 
limited in size; for if they be all-pervasive, it will set at naught 
the Vedic texts speaking of their departure from and coming 
back (to the body); and in that case, it will not be established 
that “the soul comes to have such appellations because of the 
dominance of the modes of the intellect’’® (B. S. II. iii. 29). 

Opponent : Even though the organs be all-pervasive, they can 
function only in the body. 

Vedantin: Not so, for it is reasonable to hold that every 
function is a Ravana (i.e. an organ for the soul); for according 
to us, whatever (in the body) performs a function is itself a 
karana, call it a function or something else (a function or a 
functionary).’ That being the case, the contention would centre 
round a mere term. Hence it would be useless to fancy that 
the organs are all-pervasive. Thus we assert that these organs 
are subtle and limited in size. 


Topic 4: Cnier PrANA: Its CREATION 


AST USI 
8. So also the foremost (Prana is a product of Brahman). 


°If the organs be all-pervasive, then it cannot be proved that the soul 
comes to be considered as atomic owing to its association with the organs. 

7The organs are the karanas, which term is defined as a cause serving 
best to produce the effect. For instance the eye is a karana of vision, 
and hands of grasping. 
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The conclusion (that the other pramas are the products of 
Brahman) is being extended to the chief Prayza to imply that 
it too is a product of Brahman like the other prazas. And this 
is thus: It has been said in a general way that all the pramas are 
the products of Brahman, for in the Upanisadic text, “From 
Him originates the vital force (Prana) as well as the mind and 
all the senses” (Mu. II. i. 3), we hear of the origin of Prana 
separately from the origin of the mind associated with the 
organs; and we also have this from such texts as, “He created 
Prana” (Pr. VI. 4). 

Opponent : What again is the need for this extended applica- 
tion? 

Vedantin: It is meant for removing another doubt. For in 
the Ndasadiya Sakta (hymn starting with “sdasad asit’”) which 
has Brahman as its subject-matter, there is a descriptive verse 
(of dissolution): “Then there was neither death, nor even 
nectar; there was neither (moon) the symbol of night, nor 
(sun) the symbol of day. Only the one Brahman breathed (or 
vibrated, i.e. existed) together with the Maya held in Itself, 
but without any air. Apart from it, nothing existed either as 
different or higher”. (R V. VIII. vii. 17). Since in the word 
“anit (lit. vibrated or breathed)”, the activity of praya is men- 
tioned, (it may be argued that) the text indicates as though 
Prana existed before creation. From this somebody may arrive 
at the conclusion that Praya is birthless. That misconception is 
being removed with the help of the extended application (of the 
previous conclusion). Even the word anit does not indicate the 
existence of Prana before creation, for it is modified by the 
word avdtam (without air). Moreover, in the text, “He is 
without Praza and without mind; He is pure” (Mu. II. 1. 2), it 
is shown that the ultimate material cause is free from all such 
attributes as the Praya. Accordingly, the word damit (in the sense 
of asit) is here used only to show the existence of the cause 
(Brahman).8 

The word Srestha (foremost) denotes the chief vital force, 


* According to the opponent, amit means “breathed or vibrated”; but 


the Vedantin interprets it as “dsit—existed”. 
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for this is pointed out by the Upanisadic text, “Priva is indeed 
the first born and the foremost” (Ch. V. 1. 1). Prana is the 
eldest because it starts functioning from the very act of deposit- 
ing the seed (in the womb). Were Prana inactive at the time, 
the seed deposited in the uterus would either suppurate or fail 
to lead to conception. But none of the other organs—ear and 
the rest—is the eldest; since it can function only after its aper- 
ture, such as the ear-hole, is developed. And Praya is the fore- 
most, because of its superior qualities; for the Upanisad declares: 
“We cannot live without you” (said the other organs), (Br. 
VI. i. 13). 


Topic 5: NATURE OF PRANA 


a arafet TERS Nel 


a Not arg- frat air and function TTH-SIAT on account of 
being taught separately. 


9. Prana is neither air nor a function, because it is taught 
separately. 


Now is being considered the nature of this chief Prapa. 
When on this subject, the apparent view is that prapa is air 
according to the Upanisad: “That which is Praya is air, and that 
air is of five kinds: outgoing breath, incoming breath, that 
which is spread over the whole body, that which moves upward, 
and that which digests.” Or the conclusion may be that Prana 
is the combined activity of all the organs, as it is believed by 
another school of thought (Samkhyas). For the followers of 
that school speak thus: “The five kinds of vayu (air), counting 
from Prana, are merely the combined activities of the organs.” 

Vedantin: With regard to this the answer is: “Prana is nei- 
ther air nor any function (of the organs).” 

Why? 

“Because it is taught separately.” For example, Praza is spoken 
of separately from air in, “Praua indeed is a quadrant of Brah- 
man; it shines and scatters heat® with air as its light” (Ch. III. 


*Becomes manifest and active in its own sphere. 
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xviii. 4). Had Prada been the same as air, it would not have 
been mentioned separately from air. Similarly Praza is spoken of 
separately from the activities of the organs, for after enumerat- 
ing the organs of speech and the rest one by one, instruction is 
given about Praua separately at various places. Since one who 
functions and the function itself are non-different, therefore 
Préna would not have been spoken of separately if it were a. 
mere function of the organs. Besides, we should take into consid- 
eration the instructions about Prana separately from air and 
the functions as contained in such texts as: “From Him origi- 
nates Prana as well as the mind and all the organs, space, and 
air” (Mu. II. i. 3). Moreover, it is not a possibility that all the 
organs should have a single combined function, for each one 
has its individual function, and a collection of things cannot 
have any such independent activity. 

Opponent: This can be possible on the analogy of moving a 
cage, Just as eleven birds living in the same cage can have their 
well-determined individual activities, and yet in their combina- 
tion may shake the cage, similarly, though the eleven organs 
contained in the same body have their well-defined individual 
functions, yet in their combination they perform a function 
which is called Prana. 

Vedantin: The answer is, no. In the illustration, it is quite 
possible for the birds to shake the cage in their combination, 
endowed as they are with some individual subsidiary activities 
conducive to the shaking of the cage; for this is a matter of 
experience. But in the case under discussion, it is not reasonable 
to hold that the organs, possessed of the subsidiary (individual) 
functions of hearing etc., should perform in their combination 
the function of Prama (viz living), because there is no proof in 
support of this, and because the function of living is quite 
different in nature from those of hearing etc.1° Moreover, the 
declaration of the superiority etc. of Pra@ya, and the taking up of 
positions subordinate to it by speech etc., do not fit in with a 
Prana conceived of as a mere function of the organs. Therefore 


There is nothing to prove that the ears etc. act in a way to produce 
life. Also there is no proof that all of them act simultaneously. 
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(the chief) Praya is different both from air and the functions 
(of the organs). 

Opponent: How then can there be such a text as: “That 
which is Préma is air” (Br. III. 1. 5)? 

Vedantin : The answer is: It is the selfsame air itself that, after 
entering the body and assuming five aspects, and existing there 
with some specialized features (not present in common air), is 
called by the word Prana; but it is neither a different principle 
nor is it mere air. Hence there is no conflict between the texts 
showing identity and difference. 

Opponent: It may well be then that just like the soul, (the 
chief) Praza also becomes independent in this body by virtue 
of its own predominance and the acceptance of secondary posi- 
tions by the organs of speech and the rest. It is in accordance 
with this that many kinds of glory of Prana are mentioned by 
the Vedic texts, such for instance as: “When the organs go to 
sleep, Prana alone keeps awake”’; “Prana alone is not overpowered 
by death” (Bry. I. v. 21); “Praa is the place of merger” (Ch. IV. 
ili. 3), for it withdraws into itself the organs of speech etc.; 
“Prana protects the other organs like a mother her sons” (Pr. 
If. 13). Hence there arises the possibility of Prana too having 
independence like the soul. 

Vedantin : That position is being refuted. 


aaiaag acdehremiars: got 


q But (not independent) qa:-atf-aq -just like the organs of 
vision etc. aq-ae-fate-anfara: on account of having been taught 
along with them and other reasons. 


10. But Prana is not independent just like the organs of vision 
etc., because instruction is imparted along with them and because 
of other reasons. 


The word “but” rules out the view that (the chief) Prana is 
independent like the soul. As the eye etc. are not independent, 
but are subservient to the soul for making possible its agentship 
and experience, even as the king’s subjects are to the king, so 
also the chief Praya is subservient to the soul, managing every- 
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thing for it like the minister of a king; but it is not independent. 

Opponent : Why? 

Vedantin: “Because instruction is imparted (in the scrip- 
tures) along with them, and because of other reasons.” For in 
such places as the story of Prana, it is spoken of along with 
them, i.e. the organs of vision etc. And it is reasonable to in- 
struct about things of the same nature together, as in the case 
of the hymns Brbat, Rathantara, etc. (which are sung together 
in a sacrifice). By the term “other reasons” are shown such 
additional grounds for eliminating Prana’s independence, as its 
being a composite thing, unconscious, and so on. 

Opponent : It may be said that if Praza be assumed to be an 
organ of the soul just like the organs of vision etc., then it 
should have its own distinct object like (the eye etc. having) 
colour etc. For the eye etc. become the organs of the soul, 
owing to such individual functions as the cognition of colour 
and so on. Moreover, the functions are counted to be eleven 
only, viz perception of colour and so on, in conformity with 
which the organs are also enumerated as eleven; but no such 
twelfth group of functions is met with for accommodating 
which this twelfth organ has to be assumed. 

Vedantin : Hence comes the answer: 


wears 7 area fe aaiafs ure 


@q And ARCTCATY since it is not a ‘sense-organ, 7 2g: no 
fault (arises); fg for gat so aerafa (the Upanisad) shows. 


11. No fault accrues, because Prana is not a sense-organ. For 
thus it is shown in the Upanisads. 


The defect of a fresh object being needed does not arise, for 
Prana is not an organ, inasmuch as Préma, unlike the eye etc., 
is not recognized to be a sense-organ from the point of view of 
its determining (through cognition) some object of perception. 
But this is not, however, tantamount to its having no function. 

How? 

For the (Chandogya) Upanisad shows in such contexts as the 
story of Prana etc. that the (chief) Prana has a distinct function, 
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which is not possible for the other pranas (organs). The start 
is made with, “Once upon a time the organs (of perception and 
action) began to dispute about their individual supremacy”; then 
the statement (of Prajapati) is made, “That one among you is 
the greatest, on whose departure, the body seems to become the 
most impure” (Ch. V. i. 6-7), and then it is shown that after 
the departure of the organ of speech etc. individually, life con- 
tinues as before, though without the function of the particular 
organ. Then the Upanisad shows that when the (chief) Prana 
attempts to depart, the organs, of speech etc. become weakened, 
and there arises the possibility of the death of the body. While 
showing all this, the Upanisad demonstrates that the continuance 
of the body and organs is dependent on Prana. This same fact 
is stated in the Upanisadic text, “To them the (chief) Prana said, 
‘Do not be deluded; it is I who hold this body together by 
dividing myself in five ways and providing support for it.’” 
(ibid.). And in the text, “(The radiant infinite being) ... pre- 
serves this unclean nest (of a body) with the help of Prana 
(vital force), (and roams out of the nest)”, the Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad (IV. iii. 12) shows that when the organs sleep, the 
preservation of the body is effected by Praua. It also shows that 
the nourishment of the body and organs is accomplished through 
Prana, in such texts as, “From whatever member the vital force 
departs, right there it withers” (Br. I. iii. 19), “Whatever the 
individual eats or drinks through Prana, thereby he nourishes 
the other organs” (echo of Br. I. iii. 18). The departure of the 
soul from the body and its continuance there are shown to be 
owing to Praya in the texts, “(He deliberated), ‘As a result 
of whose departure shall I rise up? And as a result of whose 
continuance shall I remain established?’ He created Praua’” (Pr. 


VI. 3-4). 


qyaranatagergtesad Ngai 


sqafagadt It is taught (that Praya is) qeaqfa: possessed of 
five modes aatad like the mind. 


12. It is taught that Prana has five states like the mind. 
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Prana has its own distinct functions for this further reason 
that Praya is spoken of in the Upanisads as possessed of five 
modes (or states of existence): “Prana, apana, vyana, udana, 
and samana” (Br. I. v. 3). And this distinction of states is 
derived from the different kinds of activity. Praya is that which 
moves forward and performs the function of exhaling etc. 
Apana is that which goes backward and performs the function 
of inhaling etc. Vyana exists in between these two and performs 
works requiring strength. Udana moves upward and is the cause 
of such acts as departure from the body. Samana is that which 
carries. the essence of food equally (samdana) to all the limbs. 
Thus “Prana has five states (modes) like the mind”, Just as 
the mind has five modes, so has Praza. The five modes of the 
mind that are caused by the (five) organs, ear etc., in relation 
to the (five) objects, sound etc., are well known. But desire, 
resolve, etc., enumerated in the Upanisad (Br. I. v. 3), are not 
to be accepted (here), for they exceed the number five. 

Opponent: Even from this viewpoint there are other mental 
states comprehending the past, future, etc., which are inde- 
pendent of the ear etc., and so here is an excess over the number 
five just the same. 

Vedantin: In that case, in accordance with the dictum, 
“Unless an opponent’s view is forbidden, it can be accepted as 
one’s own’, the five mental states well-known in the books on 
Yoga, can be accepted, which are, “Right knowledge, error, 
false knowledge, sleep, memory” (Patafijali, I. i. 6). Or it may 
be understood in this way, that, Prayza is compared with the 
mind in point of the plurality of the states only (but not their 
number). And the aphorism is to be construed to mean that 
since Prana has five states, it is also an instrument of the soul 
just like the mind. 


Topic 6: PRANA 1s ATOMIC 


ANAT 12a 


13. And the chief Prana is atomic (i.e. subtle and limited in 
size). 
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And like the other pravas (organs) the chief Prana is also 
subtle (invisible) and limited in size. The atomicity is to be 
understood, in this connection as well, to mean subtleness and 
limitation in size and not any similarity to the ultimate atoms, 
for through its five states it pervades the whole body. Prana is 
subtle since people near by do not see it at the time of its leaving 
the body; and it is limited in size in accordance with the Upa- 
nisadic texts speaking of its departure from and coming back 
to the body. 

Opponent: Is not the all-pervasiveness also of Praya men- 
tioned by the scriptures in such texts as the following: “It is 
equal to a white ant, equal to a mosquito, equal to an elephant, 
equal to these three worlds, equal to this universe” (Br. I. iii. 
22)? 

Vedantin: The reply to this is: This all-pervasiveness is 
declared not from the point of view of any individual body, 
but from that of the universal and individual aspects of the same 
divine Prana residing in Hiranyagarbha. Moreover, the state- 
ment, “equal to the white ant” etc., which speaks of equality 
(with different creatures), only points out the fact that Prana, 
as it exists in such individual creatures, is limited in dimension. 
Hence there is no defect. 


Topic 7: PresipING DEITIES 


wafacreaferert I ATTA | evil 


q But sopfa:-atfe-afererry there is (the fact of) presiding 
over by Fire and others, aq-ataqarqe for so it is taught in the 
scriptures. 


14, But there is the (fact of) presiding over by (the deities) 
Fire and others, for so it is taught in the scriptures. 


Now it is being considered whether the pzamas under discus- 
sion are capable of engaging in their respective works by virtue 
of their own powers, or they do so under the guidance of 
deities. 

Opponent: As to that, the conclusion drawn is that the 
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pranas engage in their respective works by virtue of the power 
each is equipped with for performing those works. Besides, on the 
assumption that the pramas act under the guidance of deities, 
those presiding deities themselves will become the experiencers, 
so that the experiencership of the embodied soul will be stulti- 
fied. Hence these organs engage in work by virtue of their own 
power. 

Vedantin : This being the position, the aphorism is enunciated: 
“But there is the presiding over by Fire and others” etc. The 
word “but” refutes the opposite view; and the assertion is made 
that the organs of speech and the rest engage in their respective 
works when they are presided over by light etc., that is to say, 
by the deities identifying themselves with light (i.e. fire) etc. 
The reason is advanced in, “for so it is taught in the scriptures” 
For it is stated thus, “Fire entered into the mouth, taking the 
form of the organ of speech” (Ai. I. ii. 4) etc. The assumption 
of the form of speech by Fire and his entry into the mouth as 
a deity, are stated by taking it for granted that Fire presides 
(over speech). If this relation (of presiding) as a deity be 
denied, fire is not noticed to have any special relation either 
with the mouth or speech. In a similar way are to be interpreted 
the sentences starting with, “Air entered into the nostmis in the 
form of the organ of smell” etc. (ibid.). So also elsewhere, this 
very fact is confirmed by speaking of the organs of speech etc. 
as being illumined by Fire etc., as in, “Speech indeed, is a 
fourth quadrant of Brahman (eye, ear, and mind being the 
other three). It shines and emits heat (i.e. becomes manifest 
and active) through the light that is fire’ (Ch. III. xviii. 3), 
and similar texts. This very fact is indicated by such texts as, 
“It (the vital force) carried the organ of speech, the foremost 
one, first. When the organ of speech got rid of death, it became 
Fire” etc. (Br. I. i. 12), where occur statements about the 
_ organs: of speech etc. becoming Fire etc. And wherever an 
enumeration of speech etc. and Fire etc., is undertaken by 
dividing them into the two classes of the physical and the 
divine, it is made on this pattern (of some being presided over 
and others being their deities). In the Smym also, as in the 
following verse and others, it is shown in detail how speech 
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etc. are presided over by Fire etc.; “The Brahmanas who have 
realized truth, say that the organ of speech exists on the bodily 
plane, the objects of speech on the natural plane, and Fire on 
the divine plane”. As for the statement that the organs can 
engage in their works by virtue of the powers they themselves 
possess, that is unreasonable; for carts etc. though capable of 
performing their own function, are seen to act when impelled 
by bullocks etc. Moreover, though activity may be possible 
either way—(either spontaneously or under impulsion)—still on 
the authority of the scriptures it is affirmed that the organs are 
presided over by their deities. 

And the objection is being demolished that those deities 


themselves will become the experiencers, and not so the embod- 
ied soul: 


TITATA ASSTT WMI 


_ (Connected) sreraqr with the possessor of the organs ysatq 
as is known from the Vedic texts. 


15. (The organs are) connected with the possessor of the 
organs, as is known from the Vedic texts. 


Though there are the deities presiding over the organs, still 
it is understood from the Vedic texts that these organs are 
related with the embodied soul itself which is the master of 
the assemblage of body and organs, and which is the possessor 
of the vital force. Thus there is the text, “Then (after the entry 
of the vital force in the bod,’), the organ of sight enters into 
the space that is within the black pupil, there exists the soul 
(identifying itself with the eye); and the eye is meant for the 
sake of seeing by the soul. Again that which knows, ‘I smell 
this’, is the soul, and the sense of smell is for the sake of smelling 
by it” (Ch. VIII. xii. 4). These and other texts of the same 
class speak of the relation of the organs with the embodied 
soul itself. Moreover, the deities presiding severally over the 
organs are many in number; and hence they cannot be consid- 
ered to be the experiencers in this body; for from the possibility 
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of co-ordinated recognition etc.'? it is realized that the embodied 
soul which experiences in this body is but one. 


Ta a facIeaT geil 


q And facrearq on account of the constancy qq of that one 
(i.e. the soul). 


16. And on account of that souls constant relation (with the 
body). 


And the embodied soul, as the experiencer,!? has a constant 
relation with the body; for it has the possibility of being affected 
by virtue and vice and the experiences of happiness and sorrow, 
but not so the deities. For they are seated in their exalted divine 
spheres, and cannot therefore reasonably become the experi- 
encers in this ignoble body. To this effect occurs the text, 
““(Howsoever these beings may grieve, that grief of theirs remains 
connected with them). But only merit goes to Him (Hiranya- 
garbha). No demerit ever goes to the gods” (Br. I. v. 20). 
Besides, the connection of the organs is ever with the embodied 
soul, for they are seen to accompany it at the times of death 
etc., as is stated in such Vedic texts: “When it (the soul) departs, 
the (chief) Prama (vital force) follows; when the vital force 
departs, all the Pramas (organs) follow” (Br. IV. iv. 2). Hence 
although the deities are there, presiding over the organs, yet 
the embodied soul does not cease to be the experiencer; for the 
deities are to be classed with the organs and not with the 
experiencing souls.?® 


Topic 8: PRANA AND PRANAS 


a afexarir qeerqenasrt AST 12091 
aera Apart serq from the chief (Prana), } they (the other 


pranas) are efexarf organs aq-erqéarq on account of being 
designated thus. 


% Unless the soul be one, there can be no such recognition of identity 
as, “I who saw the colour hear the music.” 

In the body earned by the soul by its past actions. 

* Just as a lamp helps the eye, so also Fire helps the organ of vision. 
Similarly in other cases. The lamp has no experience, neither has Fire, 
the deity of the eye. | 
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17. As distinguished from the chief Prana, the other pranas 
(eleven in number) are the organs, for they are so designated. 


Doubt: The chief Prana which is one and the other eleven 
pranas have been presented in order. Here, now, crops up 
another doubt whether the other pramas are only the various 
modes of the chief Praua or they are independent realities. What 
is the conclusion to be arrived at then? 


Opponent: The others are mere modes of the chief Prana 
itself. 


How is this known? 

From the Vedic texts. Thus it is that by presenting the chief 
Prana and the other pramas in close proximity, the Upanisad 
declares that the others are identical with the chief Prana: “Well, 
let us all be of its form, saying this they all (the organs) assumed 
its form” (Br. I. v. 21). Moreover, the word praya is common; 
and hence the objects denoted by it are ascertained to be the 
same; for otherwise the word prana will come to have various 
meanings; or else it will have the primary meaning at one place 
and a figurative meaning at another, all which is improper. 
Hence the eleven organs of speech etc. are as much the modes 
of the same Prana as the five modes, prana, apana, etc. are. 

Vedantin: Yo this we say that speech etc. are really inde- 
pendent entities, different from prdana. 

Why? 

“Because they are designated separately.” 

In what does this difference of designation consist? 

These organs (pramas) under discussion, which remain after 
leaving aside the (chief) Praua, are called the eleven organs, for 
such a presentation is met with in the Vedic texts. In such texts 
as, “From Him originates Prana, as well as the mind and all the 
organs” (Mu. II. i. 3), Prana is mentioned separately, and 
separately are mentioned the organs. 

Opponent: If such be the line of argument, then the mind 
like (the chief) Praza should be taken out of the organs, for it is 
noticed to be separately mentioned in “the mind and all the 
organs” (ibid). 

Vedantin : Quite so; but in the Smpti the organs are counted 

35 
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as eleven, and hence the mind also is accepted to be an organ 
like those of hearing etc. But Prada is not recognized as an 
organ either in the Upanisads or the Smrtis. And this difference 
in designation becomes logical if there is a substantial distinc- 
tion. But, if they are the same in substance, then it amounts to a 
contradiction to hold that the very same Prana sometimes gets 
the appellation of an organ and sometimes not. Accordingly, the 
other organs differ in substance from the chief Prana. 

Why, again, do they belong to a different category? 


Aaa: USI 


18. Because of the (mention of) difference in the Upanisads. 


For everywhere in the Upanisads (the chief) Pra@ma is men- 
tioned separately from the organs of speech etc. (In the Brhada- 
ranyaka Upanisad) the commencement is made thus: “They 
(the organs) said to the organ of speech” (Br. I. iii. 2); then 
the organs of speech etc. are presented as being struck with the 
evil of the Asuras (demons), and the topic of the organs of 
speech etc. is concluded; after that the chief Praua, the shatterer 
of the Aszras, is presented separately in, “Then they said to this 
chief vital force” (Br. I. iii. 7). So also are to be cited the other 
texts about difference, such as, “(“Three He designed for 
Himself’ means:) The mind, the organ of speech, and Prana 
(vital force). These He designed for Himself” (Br. I. v. 3). 
From this also it follows that the other pra@as (organs) form a 
category different from the chief Prana. 

What further reason is there for their being different in 
category? 


AMAT WLM 


19. And (the organs are different from Prana) because of the 
dissimilarity in characteristics. 


Moreover, there is a dissimilarity in characteristics between 
the chief Pr@za and the others. When the organs of speech etc. 
go to sleep, the chief Prana alone keeps awake; and it alone 
is beyond the grasp of Death (i.e. the evil of attachment), 
whereas the others are within Death’s reach. The continuance 
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or death of the body is dependent on the continuance or depar- 
ture of the vital force and not of the other organs. The organs 
are the causes for the perception of their objects, but not so 
is Prana. There are many other differences of characteristics of 
this kind between (the chief) Praa and the organs. From this 
also it is proved that they belong to different categories, 

The opinion was advanced that the vital force itself has 
become the organs according to the text, “They all assumed its 
form” (Br. I. v. 21); that is illogical, for difference becomes 
obvious even there when the sequence of thought in the topic 
as a whole is taken into consideration. Thus the start is made 
with the organs of speech etc. in the text, “The organ of 
speech took a vow, ‘I will go on speaking’” (ibid.); and then 
it is stated that the organs of speech etc. were captured by 
Death in the form of fatigue in the text, “Death captured them 
in the form of fatigue. Therefore the organ of speech invariably 
gets tired” (ibid.). Last of all is mentioned the vital force 
separately as not overwhelmed by Death in the text, “But 
Death did not overtake this vital force in the body” (ibid.). Its 
superiority is affirmed in, “This one is the greatest among us” 
(ibid.). So in conformity with all this, it is to be understood 
that the assumption of the form of the vital force by the organs 
of speech etc. means that the acquisition of their power of 
activity is dependent on Prama, but it does not mean an identity 
with it. From this fact also, it becomes established that the word 
Prana is applied to the organs by a figure of speech. And just 
in line with this is the text, “They all assumed its form. There- 
fore they are called by this name of Prana” (ibid.), which shows 
that the word praya, denoting the chief Prana, is applied to the 
organs by a figure of speech. Therefore the organs belong to 
a category different from Prana. 


Topic 9: CREATION OF GROSS OBJECTS 


aargicratacd Pagegta SISA Roll 


aat-Aft-aAAAa: The arrangement of designation and shape q 
however (is) -HaT: by Him who made the elements 
tripartite yqeeq for (so) it is taught. 
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20. The arrangement of designation and shape, however, is 
by Him who made the elements tripartite, for it is taught (in 
the Upanisads). 


Doubt: In the course of speaking about Existence-Brahman, 
the creation of fire, water, and food (earth) is spoken of, and 
then it is taught, “That Deity, that is such, deliberated, “Well, 
let me manifest names and forms by Myself entering into these 
three gods as their individual souls. Let Me make each of them 
tripartite” (a mixture of the three) (Ch. VI. iu. 2). Here the 
doubt arises: Is this manifestation of names and forms an act 
of the individual soul or of God? 

Opponent: While in this predicament, the conclusion to be 
arrived at is that this evolving of names and forms is an act of 
the individual soul. 

Why? 

Because of the qualifying phrase, “as the individual soul”. 
Just as in common experience it is seen that a king ascribes to 
himself the act of estimating the enemy’s strength by saying, 
“Let me enter into the enemy’s ranks through scouts and esti- 
mate their strength”, where he uses the first person in, “Let me 
estimate”, because he is the directing agent of the act of count- 
ing by the scouts, even so the Deity attributes to Himself the 
act of evolving names and forms by saying in the first person, 
“Let Me manifest”, because He is the directing agent of the 
(actual) act of manifestation by the individual soul. More- 
Over, it is seen that the individual soul is the agent in such 
manifestations as the coining of names like dittha (a wooden 
elephant), davittha (a wooden deer) and so on, as also the 
shaping of articles like a pot or a plate. Therefore this manifesta- 
tion is an act of the individual soul. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist says, “The 
arrangement of designation and shape, however” etc. By the 
word “however” is refuted the opponent’s point of view. 
“The arrangement of designation and shape” means the mani- 
festation of names and forms. And God is referred to in “by 
Him who made the elements tripartite”; for in the matter of 


“Two-thirds of each of the three subtle elements—fire, water, and 
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creating the tripartites His agency is stated to be indubitable. 
This creation of names and this creation of forms such as fire, 
sun, moon, lightning, etc. (in the divine context), as also the 
creation of names and forms for every individual and every 
species like Kua grass, KaSa grass, Palaga tree etc. (in the 
material context), and animals, deer, men, and others (in the 
corporeal context), must be an act of God who created fire, 
water, and earth. 

Why? 

“For so it is taught.” Thus by opening with the sentence, 
“That Deity, that was such, deliberated”, and then using the 
first person in the statement, “Let Me manifest names and 
forms,” it is the creatorship of the supreme Brahman Itself that 
is taught here. 

Opponent: On the strength of the use of the qualifying 
phrase, “as this individual soul”, it has been ascertained that the 
manifestation is an act of the individual soul. 

Vedantin: This is not so. The phrase “as this individual soul” 
is to be construed with “by Myself entering into” and not with 
“Let Me manifest”, for the former is in immediate proximity. 
Should the construction be with the latter, the use of the first 
person, as referring to the Deity, in “Let Me manifest”, will 
have to be imagined to be figurative. Moreover, an individual 
soul, bereft of divinity as it is, has no power of creatorship 
with regard to such diverse kinds of names and forms as 
mountains, rivers, seas, etc. Even in the case of those things, 
with regard to which the soul has any power, it is only under 
God’s dispensation that it has this. And there is no such thing 
as an individual soul absolutely different from God, like a 
scout from the king, for the individual is described as “Myself”, 
the state of individuality being contingent on the conditioning 
factors alone. From this it follows that even if this revelation of 
names and forms be an act of the individual, it is really an act 
of God. Moreover, the conclusion arrived at in all the Upanisads 
is that God alone is the revealer of names and forms, as is evident 


earth—are mixed with one-sixth of each of the other two to form the 
three gross elements perceived by us. This process is technically called 
trivrtkarana. 
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from such texts as, “That which is called Space (Brahman) is 
surely the accomplisher of name and form” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1). 
Therefore, the manifestation of names and forms is surely an 
act of God who brought about the intermixture of the three 
elements. And it is the intention here to declare that the revela- 
tion of names and forms was preceded by the making of each 
element tripartite, for in the very statement of the origin of 
fire, water, and earth is implied the manifestation of the name 
and form of each one of them. That fact of making tripartite 
is shown by the Upanisad in the case of fire, sun, moon, light- 
ning, etc. in “That which is the red glow of (gross) fire is the 
colour of (the subtle element) fire; that which is the white 
glow of (gross) fire, is the colour of (the subtle element) water; 
that which is the dark (ie. gray) glow of (gross) fire, is the 
colour of (the subtle element) earth” etc. (Ch. VI. iv. 1). In 
the case of fire, the form fire is first revealed. And when the 
form is manifested, an object comes to exist, and then the name 
fire is revealed for it. This is how it is to be understood in the 
cases of the sun, moon, lightning, etc. And through this illus- 
tration of fire is shown the process of making tripartite all the 
three kinds of products, earth, water, and fire; for the com- 
mencement and conclusion of the topic are common to all the 
three. To elaborate this: The opening is made from a common 
standpoint in the passage, “Each of these three deities becomes 
tripartite” (Ch. VI. iii. 4), and the conclusion is also made from 
a common standpoint in the passage commencing with, “That 
which appeared (in the gross product) as though red was the 
colour of (subtle) fire’, and ending with, “And that which 
appeared as though non-descript was the combination of those 
alone” (Ch. VI. iv. 6-7). 

Taking for granted that these three deities have their external 
state of tripartite existence, another state of tripartite existence 
for them in the bodily context was stated in, “These three deities 
undergo a triple conglomeration when they reach the state of 
men” (Ch. VI. iv. 7). This very fact is now being shown by 
the teacher (Vyasa), in accordance with the Upanisad itself, 
with a view to removing some defect that may be suspected 
here: 
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ata-atfe Flesh etc. (are) wty produced from earth qat-asaq 
as shown in the Upanisads; gazay: from the other two 7 as well. 


21. Flesh etc. are produced from earth as it is shown in the 
Upanisads. From the other two as well (evolve other things). 


According to the process shown in the scriptures, such prod- 
ucts as flesh are generated from earth after it has become tri- 
partite and is eaten by men. Thus there is the Upanisadic text, 
“Food when eaten becomes divided into three parts. That which 
is the grossest constituent of it becomes excreta; that which is 
the medium, becomes flesh; and that which is the subtlest 
becomes the mind” (Ch. VI. v. 1). The idea is that it is but 
the gross earth (made tripartite) that is eaten in the form of 
rice, barley, etc. Of that earth the grossest part goes out in the 
form of excreta. The medium portion builds up the flesh in 
the body; and the subtlest portion develops the mind. It is to be 
understood in accordance with the scriptures that the products 
of water and fire also develop similarly. Thus urine, blood, and 
prina evolve out of water, while bone, marrow, and the organ 
of speech are the products of fire. 

Here the opponent says that if in accordance with the text, 
“He made each of them tripartite” (Ch. VI. ii. 4), which speaks 
equally for all, ic be the case that the elements and elementals are 
all tripartite, then from what do such special designations follow 
as “This is fire”, “This is water’, “This is earth”, as also such 
references in the bodily context as “These flesh etc. are the 
products of the food (earth) eaten”, “The blood etc. are the 
products of the water drunk”, and “The bone etc. are the prod- 
ucts of the fire (i.e. butter etc.) eaten?” 

Vedantin : With regard to this it is said, 


SRA TERETE: URN 


q But TAIT owing to preponderance (occurs) aq-ara: the 
(corresponding) designation of that, aq-ate: (occurs) that cor- 
responding designation. 
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22. But owing to the preponderance (of any one) occurs the 
corresponding designation, occurs the corresponding designa- 
tion. 


By the word “but” is refuted the objection raised. The 
abstract noun from vifesa is vaiSesya, which means preponderance. 
Although the process of making everything tripartite has taken 
place, still some elemental substance is found to preponderate 
in something, as for instance, in fire there is a preponderance of 
fire, in water there is a preponderance of water, and in earth 
there is a preponderance of earth. This process of triple combi- 
nation is undertaken for the sake of making possible human 
dealings (i.e. phenomenal existence). Had the three elements 
formed into a single whole like the three strands of a rope 
twisted into one, no distinctive result could have been derived 
by human beings from the three elements separately. Hence 
though there is this triple intermixture, these particular designa- 
tions of fire, water, and earth in the cases of both the elements 
and the elementals, follow from the preponderance of each. 
The repetition of the phrase “corresponding designation” indi- 
cates that the present Chapter is ended. 


CHAPTER III 
SADHANA—SPIRITUAL PRACTICE 


SECTION I 


Introduction: In the Second Chapter have been answered the 
objections that can be raised from the standpoints of the Smrtis 
and logic against the realization of Brahman as propounded in 
the Upanisads. It has been explained why the views of others 
should be ignored. The conflict of Upanisadic passages has also 
been removed. It has further been stated therein that all entities, 
except the individual souls, which are the means for the souls’ 
experiences, emanate from Brahman. Now in this Third Chapter 
will be considered these subjects. The mode of transmigration 
of the individual soul, conditioned as it is by these paraphernalia; 
its other states; the nature of Brahman; the difference or non- 
difference of meditations; the assemblage or non-assemblage of 
the attributes; the attainment of the highest human goal through 
complete knowledge; the difference among the injunctions for 
the methods of complete knowledge; and absence of any grada- 
tion in the state of liberation (attained during the birth in which 
the means of knowledge are adopted). Besides, some other topics 
will be discussed that crop up in connection with these. Of 
these subjects, the different courses of transmigration are shown 
in the first section by confining the attention to the meditation 
on the five fires; and this is done for generating dispassion,! for 
the Upanisad says at the end, “Therefore one should hate this’? 


1The first section will deal with dispassion. Through a consideration 
of the states of dream etc. the second section will ascertain the nature 
of the individual and Brahman. The third will determine the meaning 
of the mabavakyas and discuss the different kinds of meditation. And 
the fourth will discuss liberation. 

?Since transmigration, following as a result of work, is an evil, the 
enlightened man should have a repulsion for the results of works. This is 
said at the end of the meditation on the five fires. 
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(Ch. V. x. 8). It has already been known that when the individ- 
ual soul leaves the previous body and attains another, it 1s 
helped by the chief Praya, it is accompanied by the senses and 
the mind, and it has ignorance, results of past actions, and the 
tendencies acquired in the previous birth as its main prop. This 
conclusion is arrived at from the passage starting with, “When 
the soul becomes weak and senseless, as it were, the organs 
come to it” (Br. IV. iv. 1), and ending with, “So does the soul 
throw this body away, or make it senseless, and creates another, 
a newer and better, form (i.e. body)” (Br. IV. iv. 4), which 
deals with the subject of transmigration. And this is true, because 
it becomes possible thus to experience the results of virtue and 
vice. 


Topic 1: DEPARTURE FROM THE BODY 


Doubt : Now it has to be considered whether the transmigrat- 
ing soul moves out from this body without being surrounded 
by the (mixed) subtle elements which are the seed of the next 
bady, or it goes surrounded by them. What should be the con- 
clusion to be arrived at? 

Opponent: It goes without being surrounded. 

How is this known? 

For unlike the soul’s taking up the particles of light (i.e. 
organs), it is not mentioned in the Upanisads that the elements 
are also taken up (at the time of departure). In the text, “com- 
pletely withdrawing these particles of light it comes to the 
heart” (Br. IV. iv. 1), the taking up of the organs is. mentioned 
by the term “particles of light”; for in the complementary text 
are mentioned the sense-organs like that of vision (ibid.); but 
there is no such mention of the taking up of the particles of 
elements. Moreover, the particles of elements are easy to get, 
they being present wherever the new body is to be formed. 
And hence it is unnecessary to carry them over. Therefore the 
soul goes without being surrounded by them. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the teacher (Vyasa) 
advances the aphorism: 
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aerated <tsha aafwaw: safety ie 


aq-aeae-sfatd? In the matter of obtaining the next one, (the 
soul) <gf moves out arqfesas: enveloped (by subtle ele- 
ments), (as is known) y¥-faeaurarq from the question and 
its solution. 


1. In the matter of obtaining the next one (i.e. body), the 
individual soul moves out enveloped (by the subtle elements), 
for so it 1s known from the question and its solution. 


It is to be understood that “in the matter of obtaining the 
next one, the individual soul moves out’, that is to say, when 
acquiring a fresh body after leaving the present one, it sallies 
forth enveloped by the subtle parts of the mixed elements, which 
are the seed of the next body. 

How is this known? 

“From the question and its solution”. Thus there occurs the 
question, “Do you know (O Svetaketu), how the water (i.e. 
the liquid that is poured as oblation in the five fires), comes 
to be called man after the fifth oblation is poured?” (Ch. V. 
ii. 3). The solution of the question is in its answer (by 
Pravahana Jaivali). The five oblations, viz faith, moon, rain, 
food, and semen, are shown as poured into the five fires, viz 
heaven, rain-god, earth, man, and woman; and then the ques- 
tion is answered by saying, “Thus indeed the water comes to 
be called a man in the fifth oblation” (Ch. V. ix. 1). Therefore 
it is understood that the soul goes out enveloped by water. 

Opponent: But another Upanisadic text shows that the soul 
does not leave the earlier body so long as it does not get hold 
of another like a leech: “Just as a leech supported on a straw 
goes to the end of it, takes hold of another support, and con- 
tracts itself, so does the soul throw this body aside, take hold 
of another support and contract itself” (Br. IV. iv. 3). 

Vedantin: There is no contradiction even here; for the point 
brought out through the analogy of the leech is that to the 
soul, remaining still surrounded by the subtle elements, occur 
such thoughts about the future body as are called up by the 
accumulated results of past actions; and this expectancy becomes 
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lengthened out to the next body like a leech. This being the 
manner of acquiring a fresh body, as shown by the Upanisads, 
all other theories arising from the human intellect, such for 
instance as, (the Sarnkhya theory) that when the all-pervasive 
senses and soul acquire a new body as a result of past actions, 
they start functioning there itself; or (the Buddhist theory) 
that the soul alone, by itself, acquires its function there, while 
the senses, just as much as the body, are born afresh in those 
different spheres of experience; or (the Vaisesika view) that 
the mind alone proceeds to the new place of experience; or 
(the Jaina view) that the soul alone jumps from one body to 
another like a parrot from one tree to another—all these are 
to be ignored as running counter to the Vedic view. 

Opponent: From the question and answer cited above, we 
gather that the soul goes out accompanied by water alone; for 
this conclusion is borne upon us by the Vedic mention of the 
word water. So how 1s it asserted in a general way that it goes 
out along with the subtle parts of all the (mixed) elements? 

Vedantin : Hence comes the reply: 


SUTRA AACA UR 


{ But (the soul is not enveloped by water alone) fa-aTeTHcaTe 


it having three components; (water is mentioned), Waeak{ 
owing to preponderance. 


2. But the soul is not enveloped by water alone, since water 
has three comtponents; water is mentioned because of its pre- 
ponderance. 


By the word “but” is demolished the objection raised. Water 
consists of three components, according to the Upanisadic text 
about the elements becoming tripartite (Ch. VI. ii). So when 
water it admitted as the constituent (of the body), the other 
two elements must be admitted pari passu. Moreover, the body 
is a product of the three elements, since all the three, viz fire, 


*Death pangs make one forget the present body etc. Past actions then 
create in the soul a dream-like expectancy of the future body—or a 
body made of thought. The soul mentally attaches itself to that body. 
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water, and earth, are seen to be involved in its making. In 
another way also it is constituted by three things; for it is 
constituted by the three humours, viz bile, phlegm, and wind. 
Such a body cannot be constituted by water alone by rejecting 
the other elements. Hence the word “water” found in the 
question and answer in, “water comes to be called man” (Ch. 
V. iii. 3, V. ix. 1), is used because of its predominance, and 
not to imply water alone; for in all the bodies, liquids such as 
secretions, blood, etc. abide in abundance, 

Opponent: The earthly (solid) substance is seen to pre- 
dominate in the bodies. 

Vedantin: That is no defect; for water is found to be in 
greater proportion than the rest of the elements (other than 
earth); moreover, in blood (i.e. ovum) and semen, forming the 
seed of the body, the liquid portion is seen to predominate. 
Again, past actions are the efficient cause for the production of 
the next body; and these activities in the form of such sacrifices 
as Agnihotra, depend on such liquid substances as Soma, clarified 
butter, milk, etc. Besides, it will be stated in a later text that 
this water (i.e. liquid), referred to by the word “faith”, and 
invariably associated with rites, is poured as oblation in the 
(first) fire that is heaven.* For this reason also water is known 
to be preponderant. And because of this preponderance, all the 
subtle parts of the mixed elements, constituting the seed of the 


body, are referred to by the word water, Thus there is no 
defect. 


STOTTAAT W311 


3. And from the going out of the organs (it follows that the 
elements also move out). 


And the Upanisads speak of the departure of the organs at 


“Water (i.e. liquids) is a means for the performance of the rites, and 
is thus associated with them. After being poured as oblation, it assumes 
a subtle (potential) form, moves about by virtue of its subsistence in 
the soul, and is called “faith” (potential result of rites). That faith, along 
with the impressions of past rites, first fire, is poured as oblation in the 
heaven, and thus it produces a lunar body. 
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the time of reincarnation, in such texts as, “When it (the soul) 
departs, the vital force follows, when the vital force departs, all 
the organs follow” (Br. IV. iv. 2). But since the moving out of 
the organs is not possible unless they have something as their 
support, it becomes evident that to make the motion of the 
organs possible, water too, which is their material basis, moves 
out with them in association with the other elements. For the 
organs cannot either go or stay anywhere unless they have a 
material support, since this is not noticed in any living creature. 


sreatartagara Aa WET Uv 


afra-arfc- ~30: On account of the Upanisadic statement 
about repairing to Fire and others, eff aq if this be the 
objection, | not so, Area (that statement): being meta- 
phorical., 


4. If it be objected (that the organs do not accompany the 
soul at the time of death) since the Upanisadic texts mention 
their entry into (the deities) Fire and others, then we say, not 
so, for that is said in a secondary sense. 


Opponent: It may well be that the organs do not go with 
the soul at the time of reincarnation, for they are shown in the 
Upanisads as going to Fire and others. Thus the text beginning 
with, “When the vocal organ of a man who dies is merged in 
Fire, the nose (i.e. sense of smell) in Air” (Br. III. 11. 13), shows 
that the organs of speech etc. merge in such deities as Fire. 

Vedantin: Not so, for that occurs in a secondary sense. The 
Upanisadic mention of the merger of speech etc. in Fire etc. 
is figurative, for this is not seen in the case of the hair of the 
body and head, though the relevant text there is, “the hair of 
the body (merges) in the herbs, that of the head in the trees” 
(ibid.). For it is not possible for the hair of the body and head 
to fly away from the body and reach the herbs and trees. 
Besides, it 1s not possible to conceive of any going for the soul 
if it be denied that the organs follow it as its conditioning 
factors; nor can the soul have any experience in the next body 
in the absence of the organs. Moreover, in other texts it is 
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clearly stated that the soul goes elsewhere along with the organs 
(Br. IV. iv. 2). Accordingly, having the fact in view that Fire 
and other deities, presiding over speech and the rest and helping 
them in their activities, cease to favour them thus at the time 
of death, it is said in a figurative way that speech etc. enter into 
Fire etc. 


rassafats AA A TT ALITA: WN 


sayy In the first instance a@yaurq not having been heard 
afa aq if this be the objection, 4 not so, ar: va that (water) 


itself (is meant) fg because 3q9e: of reasonableness. 


5. If it be objected (that water does not come to be known 
as man), since it is not heard of in the first instance, then not 
so, for on logical grounds, water itself is meant. 


Opponent: Granted even that this is so, how can it be ascer- 
tained that “water comes to be known as man in the fifth 
oblation” (Ch. V. ix. 1), for water is not heard of in connection 
with the first fire (heaven)? In this context the five fires, heaven 
and the rest, are mentioned as the receivers of the five oblations. 
In the course of enumerating them, the introduction is made 
with, “O Gautama, the other world (heaven) is indeed a fire” 
(Ch. V. iv. 1), and then it is said, “In this fire thet is such, the 
gods pour faith as an oblation” (Ch. V. iv. 2), where faith is 
presented as the thing to be offered, but water is mentioned 
there as an offering. If you want to imagine that water is the 
oblation offered in the four succeeding fires starting with the 
Rain-god, you may very well do so, for Soma and the other 
things adopted for being offered in those fires have a preponder- 
ance of water. But it is an unwarranted boldness to reject faith 
which is mentioned in the Upanisad and imagine water instead 
which is not mentioned as an offering in the case of the first 
fire. And faith means a kind of disposition (or attitude), for 
that is its usual purport, Hence it is unreasonable to say that 
water gets the name of man in the fifth oblation. 
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Vedantin: This is nothing damaging, since that very “water 
is mentioned by the word faith” in connection with the first 
fire. 


How so? 


“On logical grounds”. Because on such an_ interpretation 
alone, this whole topic reduces itself to an unequivocal single 
idea running consistently through the beginning, middle, and 
end of the topic. On a contrary supposition, again, this unity 
of idea (i.e. syntactical harmony) will be set at naught, since 
the question will relate to one thing and the answer to another, 
inasmuch as the question relates to how water becomes known 
as man in the fifth oblation, whereas during the course of the 
reply a thing called faith which is other than water is introduced 
as the offering in the first oblation. And the conclusion made 
with the words, “In this way indeed water comes to be known 
as man” (Ch. V. ix. 1), confirms this conclusion. Besides, the 
products of faith, viz Soma, rain, etc., are noticed, as they 
become gross, to have a preponderance of liquidity; that too is a 
pointer to faith itself being a liquid, for the effect conforms to 
the cause. Moreover, the attitude called faith, whether it be an 
attribute of the soul or the mind, cannot be separated from 
the possessor of the attribute like the hearts etc. from the animals 
to be offered as oblation; and thus water alone should be the 
meaning of faith (here). Moreover, the word faith becomes 
appropriate with regard to water, for such a Vedic use is met 
with in, “Faith indeed is water” (Tai. S. I. vi. 8-9). Besides, 
water becomes the seed of a fresh body by attaining a subtleness 
like that of faith; hence also it can be called faith, even as a 
man having the prowess of a lion is called leonine. Again, since 
water is associated with the rites performed with faith, it is but 
appropriate that the word faith should be applied to water on 
the analogy of a man shouting out from a platform being refer- 
red to by saying, “The platform is shouting”. Furthermore, 
water can be called faith, since it is the cause of faith, as is 
evident from the Vedic text, “It is (holy) water that (by its 
very sight) generates faith in him for the performance of 
virtuous deeds (like bathing).” 
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apyacatata Axerfaaort sale: Eh 


ALAA On account of not being mentioned in the Upanisads 
tfa aa if it be said so, (then) q not so, ya@ft: since it is 


perceived (to be so) ge-arfa-atfeorq in the case of the per- 
formers of sacrifices etc. 


6. If it be argued (that the soul does not depart enveloped by 
water) since it is not mentioned thus in the Upanisads, then not 
so, for it is perceived to be so in the case of those who perform 
sacrifices etc. (i.e. it can be verified by what bappens to the 
sacrificers). 


Opponent: Even if it be conceded from a consideration of 
the question and answer that water itself, being offered as faith 
etc. in succession, assumes a human form during the fifth obla- 
tion, still it is not ascertained that the individual souls go out 
enveloped by water, for this is not heard of in the Vedic texts. 
We do not find any word in this context to denote the souls, 
like the word used to denote water. Hence your statement that 
the “soul departs from the body, enveloped by the subtle parts 
of the mixed elements” (B. S. III. i. 1) is illogical. 

Vedantin: This is nothing damaging. 

How? 

“Because it is perceived to be so in the case of those who 
perform sacrifices etc.” For starting with the text, “Again, those 
who living in villages perform sacrifices, humanitarian works 
and charity, etc. (and meditate on the five fires) proceed along 
the path of smoke” (Ch. V. x. 3), it is shown that the performers 
of sacrifices etc. reach the moon by proceeding along smoke 
etc. constituting the path of the manes: “From space they reach 
the moon, which is king (or the shining) Soma” (Ch. V. x. 4). 
Those very individuals are in evidence here as well (in the 
context under discussion); for there is a similarity with the 
text, “In this fire, that is such, the gods pour faith as an oblation. 
From that oblation arises king (or the shining) Soma” (Ch. V. 
iv. 2). And those (performers of sacrifices) are seen directly to 
possess water in the form of curd, milk, etc., which are the 
means for the accomplishment of such rites as Agnihotra, Daréga- 

36 
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purnamasa, etc., for curd etc. are mainly liquid. When these 
are offered in the Ahavaniya fire, they assume the form of the 
subtle unseen results of rites, and come to rest on those per- 
formers of the sacrifices etc. Their (dead) bodies are offered 
by the priests to the last fire (for cremation) in accordance 
with the rules of last rites while reciting the szantra, “Let such- 
and-such a performer of rites proceed to heaven. Svaba!” Then 
those waters, or the liquid oblations associated with the rites 
performed with faith, become the unseen potency of the rites 
performed, and envelop the beings who had performed those 
sacrifices etc., and carry them to the other world for the frui- 
tion of their acts. This fact is mentioned here (Ch. V. iv. 2) 
by the term “pours as oblation” in the text, “He pours faith as 
an oblation” (Ch. V. iv. 2, Br. VI. 11. 9). So also by the sentences 
starting with, “These oblations, when they are poured, rise up” 
(S. B. VI. ii. 6), that occur at the end of the topic of Agnihotra 
by way of summing up the six questions and answers (with 
regard to Agnihotra), it is shown that the two oblations poured 
in the Agnihotra sacrifice (in the morning and evening) pro- 
ceed to the other world for their fruition.© Therefore, the 
individual souls depart from the body enveloped by the water 
that is nothing but the oblations. 

Opponent: How again can this be asserted that the per- 
formers of sacrifices etc. move out for experiencing the results 
of their own work, since it is shown in the text that after 
reaching the moon through the path symbolized by smoke, they 
turn into food: “This is the moon, the king (or the shining one), 
which is the food of the gods. The gods eat it” (Ch. V. x. 4). 
There is also another text of the same purport: “Reaching the 
moon, they become food. There the gods enjoy them like the 


5 Janaka asks Yajnavalkya six questions about the Agnihotra: “Do you 
know how the two oblations in the morning and evening—(1) rise up, 
(2) move, (3) bring about establishment, and (4) satisfaction, and (5) 
return, and how (6) the body takes form? Yajnavalkya replies, ‘(1) 
These two oblations rise up after being offered, (2) then they go to 
heaven through the sky, (3) they establish the Ahavaniya as heaven, (4) 
they satisfy heaven, (5) then they return from there and are poured in 
the bodies of man and woman, and then (6) they assume human form.” 
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priests drinking the shining Soma juice (repeatedly saying as it 
were), ‘Be filled up, be emptied’”® (Br. VI. ii. 16). And it its 
not possible for those to have any enjoyment who are being 
eaten up by the gods. as though by tigers. 

Vedantin: Hence the answer is: 


ARB asaeafacarcar fe carafe wont 


at Or rather yrq it is figurative aare-farqq on account 
of non-realization of the Self; fg because qqt thus agrafe the 
Upanisad shows. 


7. Or rather the statement (that the souls become the food of 
gods) is made in a metaphorical sense on account of their non- 
realization of the Self. For the Upanisad shows the same. 


The phrase “or rather” is used for obviating the defect shown. 
That they become food is only in a metaphorical and not pri- 
mary sense. For if the literal sense be implied, then such texts as, 
“One desiring heaven should perform a sacrifice” which enun- 
ciate the competence for the performer, will become nullified. 
For if the performers of sacrifices etc. do not get any enjoy- 
ment in the lunar world, why should those who are qualified 
for them, undertake the rites involving great effort? Moreover, 
the word food is seen to be used figuratively with regard to 
things that are not food, simply because of the similarity of 
producing enjoyment, as for instance in, “The subjects are the 
food for kings, and the cattle are the food for the subjects”, So 
what is meant by “the eating by the gods” is the enjoyment 
of the happy companionship of those who have performed 
sacrifices etc. and are now under their subjugation, like the people 
in this earth enjoying the companionship of beloved wives, sons, 
friends, and others who hold subordinate positions. But no such 
thing as munching or swallowing of sweets is meant. For masti- 
cation etc. are denied in the case of the gods in the text, “The 
gods do not certainly eat or drink, but they become satisfied 
simply by witnessing this nectar” (Ch. III. vi-x). And even as 


*They drink cup after cup of Soma, filling it and emptying it. | 
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the followers of a king, depending on him for their subsistence, 
can still have individual enjoyment, so also those performers of 
sacrifices etc. who become subservient to the gods, can still have 
their individual enjoyment. Moreover, it is reasonable that the 
performers of sacrifices etc. should become objects of enjoy- 
ment to the gods since they are unenlightened. Thus it is that 
the Upanisad speaks of the unenlightened men becoming objects 
of enjoyment to the gods: “While he who worships another 
god thinking, ‘He is one and I am another,’ does not know. 
He is like an animal to the gods” (Br. I. iv. 10). Like animals 
such a man serves the gods even in this world by pleasing them 
with sacrifices etc.; and in the other world also he serves the 
gods like animals by depending on them for livelihood and 
enjoying the fruits of work as directed by them. This 1s what 
we understand. 

The other explanation of the second portion—“on account of 
their non-realization of the Self, for the Upanisad shows the 
same”—(of the aphorism) is this: People “not having realized 
the Self” are those who are engaged in ritualistic works alone, 
that is to say, those who do not undertake rites and meditation 
as a combined process. The phrase “realization of the Self” in 
the aphorism is used metaphorically to mean “the meditation on 
the five fires”. This is what is gathered from the force of the 
context. Because of the fact that they are devoid of the medita- 
tion on the five fires, the performers of (mere) sacrifices are 
here presented as the food of the gods in a secondary sense, so 
as to eulogize the meditation on the five fires. For what is sought 
to be enjoined here is the meditation on the five fires, as can 
be gathered from a consideration of the purport of the text. 
And in line with this, another text shows the existence of 
enjoyment in the lunar world: “Having experienced his great- 
ness in the lunar world he turns round again” (Pr. V. 4). Simi- 
larly there is another text, “When the joy of those manes who 
have won that world (of the manes) is multiplied a hundred 
times it makes one unit of joy in the world of the celestial 
minstrels (Gandharvas). This joy in the world of the celestial 
minstrels multiplied a hundred times makes one unit of joy for 
the gods by action, i.e. those who attain their godhood by their 
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actions,” (Br. IV. iii. 33), which shows that the performers of 
sacrifices etc. get enjoyment while staying with the gods. Thus 
since the sentence about becoming food has a secondary mean- 
ing, it becomes comprehensible that the individuals performing 
sacrifices etc. do go out from the body. Hence it has been said 
quite appropriately that “the individual soul moves out envel- 
oped (by the subtle elements)” (B. S. III. i. 1). 


Topic 2: RETURN OF THE SOULS 


HAASAN CURA TAA USI 


-syeqa After the actions (i.e. earned merits) are exhausted, 
(the soul returns) aqeraaty in association with (the residual) 
karma (results of action). qg-eqfarary as is known from the 
Upanisads and Smrtis, qat-gqq along the path followed while 
going ¥ as also aqqq differently. 


8. After the actions are exhausted, the soul returns together 
with (the residual) karma, as is known from the Upanisads and 
Smertis, along the path followed (by it) while going as also 
differently. 


The descent of those performers of sacrifices etc. who pro- 
ceed along the “path of smoke” etc. to reach the lunar world 
and complete the enjoyment of the fruits of their work, is 
stated in the text, starting with, “Having resided there (yévat- 
sampatam) till the limit of karma is reached, they return by 
the very route by which they had gone” (Ch. V. x. 5), and 
ending with, “The men of virtuous deeds are born among the 
Brahmanas and others, while those of vicious deeds are born 
among the dogs, etc.” (ibid.). 

Doubt: Here the thing to be considered is this: Do they 
return after enjoying all the results of action without any 
(residtial) karma, or do they come with (residual) karma? What 
is the conclusion to be arrived at then? 

Opponent: They return without (residual) karma.- 

Why? 


Since the qualifying phrase there is “yavat-sampatam—up to 
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the limit of the totality of their actions”. By the word sampdata 
is meant here the total result of actions, being derived in the 
sense of that by which one ascends from this world to the other 
for the sake of experiencing the result. And by the text, “having 
resided up to the limit of the totality of their actions”, it is 
shown that the total result of one’s karma is experienced there. 
By another Upanisadic text, “And when their past work is 
exhausted, (they reach this space, from space air, from air rain, 
and from rain the earth)” (Br. VI. ii. 16), this very fact is 
revealed. 

Objection: It may be like this: We shall imagine that a man 
enjoys in that world only that much of the result of his actions 
as 1s to be enjoyed there. 

Opponent : You cannot imagine that way; for elsewhere the 
mention is made of “whatever work” in “Exhausting the results 
of whatever work he did in this life, he returns from that world 
to this for (fresh) work” (Br. IV. iv. 6). Thus this other text 
shows by referring to “whatever work”, without any reserva- 
tion, that all the works done in this world get exhausted in the 
other world. Moreover, death is the manifester of all works 
that had not yielded their results, (that is to say, it makes them 
ready to do so); for before death such works cannot yield their 
results, they being obstructed by those other works which had 
started their results in the present body. And (since there is 
nothing to curb the power of death) it makes all the works 
that had not been fruitful (in this life) ready, without excep- 
tion, to yield their results (in the next life). For when a cause 
is common to all, it is not logical that the results should be 
different. It is not proper that when the proximity of a light is 
the same, a vessel will be illumined but not so a cloth. There- 
fore the souls descend without any residual karma. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say, that “After the 
exhaustion of (good) work a soul returns along with (the 
residual) karma”. When the results of those works, for enjoy- 
ing which the soul had ascended to the lunar world, get 
exhausted through enjoyment, then the watery body that had 
been produced for that soul for enjoyment in the lunar world 
gets evaporated by the touch of the fire of sorrow enkindled at 
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the sight of the exhaustion of enjoyment, like snow and hail 
melting at the touch of the sun’s rays or the solidity of clarified 
butter being removed by the touch of the flames of (sacrificial) 
fire. Hence the soul returns with (the residual) karma itself 
“after its karma is exhausted”, that is to say, when such works 
as sacrifices etc. get exhausted through the enjoyment of their 
results. 

Opponent: What is the reason for that? 

Vedantin: The aphorist says, “as is known from the Upa- 
nisads and the Smrtis”. Thus there is a direct Vedic text reveal- 
ing the descent of souls along with their (residual) karma: 
“Among them those whose conduct has been good (ramaniya- 
caranah) will quickly attain some good birth, be it among the 
Brahmanas or among the Ksatriyas or among the Vaisyas. Again 
those whose conduct has been bad (kapitya-caranab) will 
quickly attain bad birth, be it among dogs or among swine 
or among Chandalas” (Ch. V. x. 7). The aphorist will state 
later that (residual) karma is indicated here by the word carana 
(lit. conduct). And it is a matter of experience that enjoyments 
are graded as higher and lower for each creature from the very 
birth; now since a theory of chance is inadmissible here, this 
division indicates the existence of (residual) karma; for the 
scriptures tell it in a general way that virtue and vice are the 
causes of happiness and sorrow. Smrti also shows that the souls 
descend with (residual) karma: “People belonging to the dif- 
ferent castes and stages of life, who sincerely perform their 
duties, experience the fruits of their works after death, and then 
through the residual karma get births amidst special environ- 
ment and have special caste, family, outstanding beauty, long 
life, knowledge, good conduct, wealth, happiness, and _intelli- 
gence.” 

Opponent : What is this residual karma? 

Some (pseudo-Vedantin) says that the residual karma is that 
portion of the results of work, conducive to heavenly life, 
which is left over after enjoying heaven, like water sticking 
to an emptied vessel. Just as an oil-pot does not become wholly 
empty even when the oil is poured out, since some oil still sticks 
to it, similar is the case with residual karma. 
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Opponent: It is improper to say that the result of any work 
persists even after its enjoyment, inasmuch as the unseen potency 
of work cannot co-exist with its product (viz happiness and 
sorrow, by producing which it gets destroyed). 

Pseudo-Vedantin: This is no defect, for we do not assert 
that the results of work are wholly enjoyed there (in the lunar 
world). 

Opponent: Is it not a fact that one ascends the lunar world 
for the full enjoyment of one’s acquired merit? 

Pseudo-V edantin: True, and yet one cannot continue there 
when only a little bit of one’s merit remains. Just as Somebody 
wanting to serve a king may reside in his court with all the 
articles necessary for the king’s pleasure; but owing to his long 
sojourn there, he may run through most of his possessions, being 
ultimately left with only his umbrella, sandals, etc., and then he 
cannot live in the king’s court any longer; similarly a soul that 
is left with its residual karma alone cannot continue in the lunar 
world. 

Vedantin: This view does not appear to be correct; for it is 
illogical to say that any portion of the result of work conducive 
to heaven should persist after enjoyment. It has been pointed out 
that the unseen potency of work cannot outlive its result. 

Pseudo-Vedantin: Did we not also say that the results of 
work conducive to heaven are not wholly enjoyed there? 

Vedantin : This is unsound; for people who follow the author- 
ity of the Vedas cannot lend any credence to such a fancy 
that the merit leading a man to heaven does not bestow on him 
all the acquired heavenly results even after he has reached 
heaven, but that a modicum of those results fructify for him 
even after his fall from heaven. As for the residual oil sticking 
to an oil-pot, that is quite logical, since it is a matter of experi- 
ence. Similarly too the king’s councillor is seen to be left with 
only a few materials. But in the case under discussion we can 
neither find any remnant of the merit that had been conducive 
to heaven, nor conceive such a thing, for that would contradict 
the scriptures declaring that such a merit is conducive to heaven. 
And this is to be known as a certainty that unlike oil sticking 
to a vessel, residual karma does not mean the survival of some 
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remnant of the heavenly result acquired from such acts as 
sacrifice etc. If, however, residual karma means a part of that 
very result of the meritorious works like sacrifice etc., owing 
to which the souls have already enjoyed heaven, then a residue 
of a good type alone must be the residual karma, and not its 
opposite; but in that case the Upanisadic text making the division 
(of residual karma) by saying, “Among them those whose 
conduct here is good”, “and then those whose conduct here 1s 
bad” (Ch. V. x. 7), will be contradicted. Therefore by residual 
karmas are meant those other results of actions which are cal- 
culated to produce effects in this world and which still stand 
over after experiencing the results that were to fructify there 
(in heaven); with these former the souls descend. 

As for the argument that from the mention of “whatever 
work” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 6), without any qualification, it follows 
that, through the enjoyment of the results, the souls in heaven 
exhaust all the (results of) works done on this earth, and then 
descend without any residual karma, our reply is that it is not 
so; for it has been established (by us) that residual karma 
persists. It is understood that they return here after exhausting 
through experience “whatever work” they had done here with 
a view to getting the results in heaven, and after those works 
had fructified there. The other argument was that death induces 
all works without exception, that had not fructified here, to 
become ready for yielding results, and that it is not possible to 
make any such division among those works as to show that 
some of them produce results in heaven whereas others do so 
on this earth. This point of view is refuted by us by the very 
fact of proving the existence of residual karma. Moreover, the 
reason for asserting that death induces all unfulfilled results of 
works to become ready to yield fruits has to be clarified (by 
the opponent). Should it be argued that the unfulfilled results 
of works remain without any function, they being hindered by 
the results of works that have become effective in this life, so 
that at the time of death, when the active results of this life 
cease, the dormant ones start functioning, then we reply thus: 
In that case the reasonable position is that if the dormant karma 
cannot function before death, it being obstructed by the active 
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karma, then since on the same ground the conflicting results of 
diverse works cannot fructify simultaneously at the time of 
death, the weaker karma cannot reasonably become active then, 
it being obstructed by the stronger one. It cannot be said that 
though the results of actions be many and have to be enjoyed 
in different births, still) owing to the fact that they constitute a 
single class from the comprehensive view that all of them are 
dormant, they become simultaneously ready for producing 
results on the eve of a single death, and thus they bring about a 
single birth. For such an assertion goes against the ordination of 
particular results for particular works. It cannot also be argued 
that some one (strong) karma becomes activated at the time of 
death, while some other (weaker one) is annihilated; for that 
contradicts the view that causes must have their results inevitably. 
It is not possible for any karma to be eradicated except through 
such causes as expiation etc. Smrti also shows that a karma can 
remain dormant for a long time when it is obstructed by some 
other karma having a contrary result; for instance there are 
texts of the following class: “Sometimes it so happens that for 
a man sunk in this world, a virtuous work remains dormant here 
till he becomes free from sorrow (through suffering).” If, again, 
all the latent karmas become activated at a single death and thus 
lead to a single birth, then since the scriptures do not proclaim 
any competence for acquiring fresh karma in heaven or hell or 
among lower creatures, therefore there will be no emergence of 
fresh merit and demerit. Hence in the absence of any cause, no 
other birth after that can be possible, so that the declaration in 
the Smrti that each of the sins like the killing of a Brahmana 
causes many births, will be set at naught. And no source other 
than the scriptures can be fancied to impart knowledge about 
the nature, result, cause, etc. of merit and demerit. Moreover, 
death cannot possibly induce such rites as Karirl (meant for 
rainfall) to yield their own results which are directly perceptible 
here (and are not to be achieved elsewhere through the medium 
of unseen potency). Thus this imagination about death activizing 
all karmas is out of place in those cases. The illustration of the 
lamp also stands nullified by the very fact that the results of 
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actions have been shown to be either strong or weak.? Moreover, 
(even if death be a revealer), the analogy of the lamp is to be 
understood from the point of view of its revelation or non- 
revelation of gross and subtle things. Just as a lamp reveals a 
gross thing but not a subtle one, though they be equally at 
hand, similarly death induces the functioning of the stronger 
karma alone but not of the weaker, though all the dormant 
works get an equal opportunity then for their expression. ‘There- 
fore this theory about the inducement of all karmas to activity 
by death is improper, since it offends against the Vedas, Smrtis, 
and logic. And the flurry about liberation becoming impossible 
if residual karma lasts is groundless, since the Upanisads mention 
that all results of actions are eradicated on the dawn of enlight- 
enment. Hence the conclusion remains intact that the souls 
descend with their residual karmas. And when they come down, 
they do so along the path followed (by them) while going up, 
as also differently. Yathetam (lit. as it had been reached) 
means—‘just as they had gone”; and anevam means “in the 
opposite manner”. Because smoke and space, included in the 
path of the manes, are mentioned at the time of descent, and 
because the phrase “as it had been reached” is used, it follows 
that yathetam means “as they had gone up by”. Again, from 
the omission of night etc. and the addition of cloud etc. it 
follows that the course (of return) may be different as well. 


qontefa Arena fa arena: te 


a<mrq Owing to the use of the word “conduct” aff aq if 
it be objected thus, 4 not so yqaseruraft (the passage is) used 
suggestively ef this is (how) arenifafe: Karsnajini (thinks). 


9. If it be contended that (the soul gets its rebirth) owing to 
conduct (and not residual karma), then according to Karsnajini, 
it is not so, that (Upanisadic passage) being used suggestively 
(for residual karma). 


Unlike a lamp revealing colour, death reveals nothing; but in the 
absence of a stronger result, a weaker result becomes predominant at the 
time of death. 
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Opponent: Now, again, we see that the Upanisadic text 
quoted by you for proving the existence of residual karma, viz 
‘Among them those who have good conduct (ramaniya-caranah) 
here” (Ch. V. x. 7), only shows that rebirth occurs on account 
of carana (conduct), but it does not show it as occurring on 
account of residual karma. Conduct is a different thing, and 
different also is residual karma. Conduct (carana), character 
(caritra), good behaviour (acara). good form (Sila)—are all 
synonymous terms, whereas by residual karma is meant that 
karma which survives those others whose fruits have been 
experienced. And the Upanisads also show how action and 
conduct differ, as in, “As he acts and as he behaves, so he 
becomes” (Br. IV. iv. 5), as also, “The works that are not 
blameworthy are to be resorted to, but not the others. Those 
behaviours of ours which are commendable are to be fol- 
lowed by you, but not the others” (Tai. I. xi. 2). Therefore 
it follows that since rebirth is mentioned in the Upanisad as 
occurring from conduct, the theory, of residual karma is not 
proved. 

Karsnajini: This is no defect, since the teacher Ka€rsndajini 
thinks that this Upanisadic passage about conduct is used sug- 
gestively for residual karma. 


WATT WA AACA Moll 


atayaazq (Conduct) will cease to have any usefulness xfq aq 
if it be objected thus, 7 not so, aq-atacard because action 
(karma) is dependent on that conduct. 


10. If it be objected that (in that case) conduct will cease to 
have any usefulness, then it is not so, because karma is dependent 
on that conduct. 


Opponent: It may be so. But why again should Vedic con- 
duct be rejected as the meaning of the word carana (conduct), 
and it should be made to convey the figurative meaning of 
residual work? The Vedic conduct itself, resulting from both 
injunction and prohibition, and expressing itself as virtue and 
vice, can have, as its effect, birth among good and bad crea- 
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tures. Moreover, one has perforce to admit some result for 
conduct, for else conduct will become useless. 

Karsnajini: That is no defect. 

Why? 

“Because action is dependent on conduct”; for rites such as 
sacrifices are dependent on good conduct, since one devoid of 
good conduct cannot have the requisite qualification for them, 
as is said in Smyti texts like, “The Vedas do not purify one who 
is devoid of good conduct”. And even if conduct be meant for 
personal purification, still it is not useless. For when rites like 
sacrifices start yielding their results, right conduct, though 
centring round a person, may still produce some excellence in 
the results of those very rites. The well-recognized fact in the 
Vedas and Smrtis is that it is action that produces everything. 
Hence it is the view of Karsnajini that actions themselves that 
are implied indirectly by the word conduct, and are reduced to 
residual karma, become the cause of rebirth. For when rebirth 
can be deduced from actions, it is illogical to father it on con- 
duct. When one can save oneself by running on foot, one 
should not move on one’s knees. 


qpagead waft q arafe: een 


q But gqa-gepd good and evil works xq certainly gf this 
is how ayetc: Badari (thinks). 


11. But (the teacher) Badari thinks that good and bad works 
themselves are meant (by the word carana). 


Vedantin: The teacher Badari opines that actions, good and 
evil, are themselves meant (directly and not figuratively) by 
the word carana. Carana, performance, action—these are synon- 
ymous words. It is seen thus that the root car (to act) is used 
with regard to all actions in general. For when a man performs 
a virtuous deed like sacrifice etc., ordinary people say, “This 
great-souled man is acting (carati) religiously”. Conduct (acara) 
too is a form of religious action (or observance). As for the 
reference to the difference between virtuous acts and (good) 
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conduct, it can be reconciled on the analogy of the Brahmana 
and the mendicant (i.e. a Brahmana who has chosen the monastic 
life). Hence the conclusion is that ramaniya-caranah (men of 
good conduct) are those who perform the laudable acts, and 
kapitya-caranab (men of bad conduct) are those who perform 
the condemned acts. 


Topic 3: FATE OF EVIL-DOERS 


afrerfaantorate a aT ue 


aft a Even also afte-arfe-arfeorq for the performers of 
evil etc. TTY it is heard of. 


12. It is known from the Vedic texts that (the moon is the 
goal) even for the performers of unholy acts etc. as well. 


Doubt: It has been said that the performers of holy works 
(like sacrifices) etc. go to the lunar world. But now it is being 
considered whether those who perform unholy works etc. also 
go there or not. 

With regard to this the opponent says that it is not a fact 
that the performers of holy acts etc. alone go to the lunar 
world. 

Whence is it so? 

Opponent : Since the lunar world is mentioned in the Upani- 
sads as a goal for the performers of unholy acts as well. Thus 
the followers of the Kausitaki recension read: “All those who 
depart from this world, reach the moon to be sure” (Kau. I. 2). 
And the acquisition of a fresn body, by those who are reborn, 
cannot be conceived of without their having reached the moon; 
for the number of oblations is fixed in the statement, “In the 
fifth oblation” etc. (Ch. V. ix. 1). Therefore all will reach the 
moon. 

Objection: It is not proper that the path for both the doers 
of holy and unholy acts etc. should be the same. 

Opponent: Not so, for the others (of unholy acts, go there 
but) have no experience. 
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aaat Tapa agTfaaataTT 1gRU 


But in the case of others (descent occurs) q 
after having suffered qqzay in the abode of Death. (Thus occur 


their) a@rdg-waey ascent and descent; aq-ht-aerary for their 
course is met with in the Upanisads. 


13. (Vedantin) : But as for others (they have their descent) 
after suffering in the abode of Death; (thus occur their) ascent 
and descent, for their course is met with in the Upanisads. 


The word “but” refutes the other point of view, by implying 
that it is not a fact that all go to the moon. 

How is this known? 

The ascent to the moon is meant for experiences and not for 
nothing; nor is it meant for the sake of mere descent. For 
instance, a man verily climbs a tree for gathering flowers and 
fruits, but neither purposelessly nor for merely dropping down 
from it. And it has been stated earlier that those who do not 
perform holy acts etc. have no experiences in the moon. Hence 
only the performers of holy acts ascend to the moon, not the 
others. As for the others, they enter into the place of Death 
(i.e. hell) and suffer the torments of hell in accordance with 
their own misdeeds, and then ascend to this world. Thus occur 
their ascent and descent. 

How is this known? 

Because “Their course is met with in the Upanisads”. Thus 
a Upanisadic passage, under the garb of a speech of Death 
concerning the departed evil-doers, shows how they come 
under the sway of Death: “The means of the attainment of the 
other world does not become revealed to the non-discriminating 
man who blunders, being befooled by the lure of wealth. One 
that constantly thinks thus, “There is only this world, and none 
hereafter’, comes under my (Death’s) sway again and again” 
(Ka. I. 11. 6). There are other suggestive sentences indicating 
that people come under the sway of Death: “Let Death, to 
whom men have to go, be propitiated with oblations” (R. V. 
X. xiv. 1). 
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14. And they mention this in the Smrtis. 


Moreover, such respected teachers as Manu, Vydsa, and 
others mention in the Snmptis, in connection with such stories 
as that of Naciketas, that the results of evil deeds is suffered in 
the abode of Death under Death’s command. 


ay A ae en 


15. And (they are mentioned as) seven (hells in the Puranas). 


Moreover, seven hells, counting from Raurava are described 
by the followers of the Puranas, as the fields for reaping the 
results of bad deeds. There the doers of unholy acts etc. are 
cast. How can they then reach the moon? This is the idea. 

Opponent : Is it not a contradiction to assert that the sinners 
suffer the pains inflicted by Death, since the Smrtis mention 
many others like Citragupta, who preside over those Raurava 
and other hells? 

Vedantin: The answer is being given in the negative: 


aahy A agourarerafacter: 112eI1 


afa Even az there = also aqq{-sarqTeq on account of his 
(Death’s) control afaca: there is no contradiction. 


16, Since Death’s control extends even there, no contradiction 
can arise. 


No contradiction is involved since it is admitted that even 
in those seven hells, Death exercises control as the chief digni- 
tary; for the Smrtis mention that Citragupta and others are 
officers appointed by Death. 


Frereaontizta J THACATT ug 


q But faar-nwaty: of knowledge (meditation) and action =f@ 
this is (what is meant by the expression “of these two paths’) 
THACATT that being the topic under discussion. 
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17. But (by the expression “of these two paths”) what is 
meant is “of knowledge (i.e. meditation) and action”, for that 
is the topic under discussion. 


Under the topic of the meditation on the five fires, in the 
course of the answer to the question, “Do you know how the 
other world does not get filled up?” it is stated in the Upanisad, 
“Then there are those who go by neither of these two paths (of 
the gods and the manes) and who become those tiny, contin- 
ually transmigrating creatures under the divine command, ‘Be 
born and die’. This is the third state. That is why that other 
world (heaven) does not get filled up” (Ch. V. x. 8). In this 
text, the expression “these two paths” stands for “the paths of 
knowledge (i.e. meditation) and work”. 

Why so? . 

For that is the topic under discussion. For knowledge and 
action are discussed here as the means for the attainment of the 
paths of the gods and the manes. Knowledge is mentioned in 
“Among these, those who know (meditate) thus” (Ch. V. x. 1), 
and it is declared that through that meditation is attained the 
path of the gods. Work is mentioned in, “sacrifices, philanthrop- 
ic works, charity (daksina)” (Ch. V. x. 3), and it is declared 
that through that is attained the path of the manes. It is in con- 
nection with these that the Upanisad says, “Then there are those 
who go by neither of these two paths.” The idea conveyed 1s 
this: For those is meant this ever rotating third path consisting 
in becoming tiny creatures, who are neither qualified for the 
path of the gods through the practice of meditation nor for the 
path of the manes through the performance of rites etc. From 
this also follows that those who do not perform holy deeds etc. 
do not reach the moon. 

Opponent: It may be that they too ascend to the moon and 
then descend from there to become the tiny creatures. 

Vedantin : That also is not possible, since the ascent itself is 
useless. Moreover, if all who depart, reach the moon, the other 
world would get filled up by the departing creatures; and 
hence the answer would run counter to the question (viz “Why 
does not the other world get filled up?”). The answer is to be 

37 
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given in a way that can show how the other world does not get 
filled up. 

Opponent : From the admission of descent it becomes possible 
for the other world not to become filled up. 

Vedantin: No, since such a thing is not mentioned by the 
Upanisad. It is true that the world may not get filled up because 
of the fact of descent as well; but the Upanisad explains the 
fact of not being filled up by describing the third state thus: 
“This is the third state. That is why the other world does not 
get filled up” (Ch. V. x. 8). From that it follows that the non- 
filling is caused by the absence of ascent in their case. For other- 
wise the descent being the common lot of the performers of 
holy deeds etc. as well, the mention of the third state would be 
useless. The word “but” is used for uprooting the misconception 
generated by the text of another branch that all the souls go to 
the moon. This being the case, it is to be understood that the 
word “all” used (in “all who depart”) in the other branch (1.e. 
Kausitaki, I. 2), is meant to imply “all who have the qualifica- 
tion (to ascend)”; the idea being that all those who depart from 
this world with the requisite qualification certainly reach the 
moon. 

And the objection was raised that all should go to the moon, 
so that their acquisition of fresh bodies may be possible in 
accordance with the number of oblations fixed in the statement, 
“in the fifth oblation” (Ch. V. ix. 1); that is being answered: 


T Fad aalaewoa ugsit 


a Not (applicable) gdt@ in the case of the third state; gqeeq: 
(this) being noticeable qgr thus. 


18. (The specification about the number of oblations) is not 
applicable in the case of the third state, this being noticeable (in 
the Upanisad). 


Not much importance is to be attached to the fixity of the 
number of the oblations as five, so far as the acquisition of a 
body in the third state 1s concerned. 


Why? 
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“This being (the position) noticeable (in the Upanisad)”. 
For it is found in the Upanisad that the third course is attained 
in accordance with the process stated and irrespective of the 
specification about the number of oblations: “under the divine 
command, ‘Be born and die’. This is the third state” (Ch. V. x. 8). 
Besides, in the text, “Ihe water comes to be known as man in 
the fifth oblation” (Ch. V. ix. 1), the number of oblations is 
declared as a cause for the acquisition of a human body, but 
not as the cause for the bodies of insects, moth, etc., for the 
word man (purusa) stands for humanity as a class. Moreover, 
the instruction is about water becoming known as man in the 
fifth oblation; but it is not meant to overrule its becoming so in 
any oblation other than the fifth; for that would lead to a 
duality of meaning (equivocation) for the same sentence. That 
being the position, those who have the possibility of ascent and 
descent alone will get their bodies during the fifth oblation; for 
others, their bodies will be created by water, in association with 
the other elements, irrespective of the number of oblations. 


AAAS FT BS ue 


afa Moreover, caqa@ the Smrtis record, #% in the Maha- 
bhdrata etc. q well; (and there is popular belief). 


19. Moreover, there are records in the Smrtis (of birth 
without parentage) as also in the Mababbarata etc.; and there is 
popular belief as well, 


Moreover, the Smptis record how in this world Drona, 
Dhrstadyumna, and others, and Sita, Draupadi, and others 
were born without parentage. Of them Drona and others lacked 
the oblation in the mother’s womb, while Dhrstadyumna and 
others lacked the oblations in both man and woman. Just as in 
those cases the number of oblations is ignored, so also it can be 
in other cases. And it is a popular belief that female cranes 
conceive without contact with the males. 


SVATA Roll 


20. Moreover, it is seen (that creatures are born without the 
five oblations). 
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Moreover, it being noticed that among the four kinds of life— 
viviparous, oviparous, life springing from moisture, and plant life 
—the latter two classes are born without any mating. And hence 
the number of oblations is overlooked. This can be the case for 
others as well. 

Opponent: Those creatures have only three sources of life; 
for in the passage, “oviparous, viviparous, and plant life” (Ch. VI. 
iii. 1), only three classes of creatures are shown. So how is it 
asserted that the creatures are grouped into four classes? 

Vedantin : In answer it is said: 


Gaara: TAHA UR 


Feit a-RTsq-SeT A: The third term is inclusive qep-aqeq of the 
one born from moisture. 


21. Life springing from moisture is included in the third term 
(plant life). 


It is to be understood that in the text “oviparous, viviparous, 
and plant life’, life springing from moisture is included in the 
third term plant life, for both plant life, and life springing from 
moisture have the common feature of coming out by pushing 
their way through earth or liquids. But since germination from 
motionless life is distinct from germination from motile life, a 
difference is drawn elsewhere between the plants and creatures 
born out of moisture. Hence there is no contradiction. 


Topic 4: SIMILARITY WITH SPACE ETC. DuRING DESCENT 


APTSAAPASTT: WM 


arareq-arafa: Attainment of similarity gqqq: that being reason- 
able. 


22. (The descending soul) attains similarity (with space, air, 
etc.); for that is reasonable. 


It has been said that the performers of holy works etc., reach 
the moon and stay there till the residual karma is reached; then 
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they descend with their residual karma (III. i. 8). Now is being 
examined the process of descent. As to that, here is an Upa- 
nisadic text speaking of the descent: “Then they resort to this 
very path again, just as they had come. They reach space, from 
space air; having become air, the sacrificer becomes smoke; 
having become smoke, he becomes vapour; having become 
vapour, he becomes cloud; having become cloud, he pours down 
(as rain)” (Ch. V. x. 5). 

Doubt: Here the doubt arises as fo whether the descending 
souls become identified in nature with space etc., or they 
become similar to them. 

Opponent: The conclusion that can be arrived at here is that 
they become identified with space etc. 

How can this be so? 

Opponent: For such is the Upanisadic text; for else we shall 
have to interpret the text figuratively. When a doubt arises 
about the literal and figurative senses, the literal one is to be 
accepted, and not the figurative. That being so, the texts 
“becoming air, he becomes vapour” etc. are to be taken in the 
sense of attaining identity with those things. Hence the con- 
clusion is that the soul becomes transformed into space etc. in 
the literal sense. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say that they attain 
a state of similarity with space etc. As the liquid body, formed 
in the lunar world for the sake of enjoyment, starts to melt 
away after the exhaustion of enjoyment, it becomes fine 
(and light) like space. Then it comes under the influence of 
air. Then it comes in contact with smoke etc. This fact is 
stated in, “Just as he had come. He reaches space, from space 
air” (Ch. V. x. 5) etc. 

How do you know this? 

“Because that is reasonable.” For it is not logical that some- 
thing should be transformed into something else in the primary 
sense. If it were to become space itself, its descent through air 
etc. in succession would not be actualized. Moreover, the soul 
as well as space being omnipresent, it has a constant relationship 
with space; and hence there can be no other relationship (e.g. 
conjunction) of the soul with space than the assumption of a 
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form similar to it. And when the literal sense of a text is 
inadmissible, it is but logical to resort to a figurative sense, Hence 
in this context the attainment of a state of similarity with space 
etc. is meant figuratively here by “becoming space” etc. 


Topic 5: INTERVENING PERIOD OF DESCENT 


afafator faster 12311 


(The descent takes place) + not afa-fator after a long time 
farrate on the authority of a special statement. 


23. (The descent of the soul from one state to another takes 
place) not after long intervals, (as is known) on the authority 
of a specific statement (in the Upanisad). 


Doubt: While on this topic, a doubt arises with regard to 
the soul’s becoming space etc. before becoming paddy etc., as 
to whether it continues in its similarity with the earlier stages 
for long intervals before it attains similarity with the succeeding 
stages, or it continues so during small intervals. 

Opponent: As to that, there is no rule, since no categorical 
scripture is in evidence. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist says, “not 
after long intervals”; the souls descend to this earth with the 
showers of rain after staying in the states of space etc. for short 
intervals, 

How is this known? 

“On the authority of a specific statement”. Thus it is that after 
the attainment of similarity with paddy etc., the Upanisad says, 
“It is indeed more difficult to come out of this state” (Ch. V. x. 
6). In the word durnisprapataram, one ta is to be understood 


®No other relationship but that of similarity is possible between two 
all-pervasive things—space and soul. Hence the Upanisad speaks of two 
entities—soul and space. The soul cannot be both soul and space at the 
same time, as milk converted into curd cannot be both milk and curd 
at the same time. And unless the soul and space remain distinct, the soul 
cannot re-emerge from space as the soul to follow its further course. 
The same relationship of similarity holds good in the case of air etc. 
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as dropped as a Vedic licence (the word being actually durnis- 
prapatataram). The meaning is that it becomes more difficult to 
get out of this state of similarity with paddy etc. Thus the 
coming out (nisprapatana) being shown to be difficult in this 
case, the idea implied is that the coming out is easier in the 
earlier stages. And this difference of happiness and sorrow as 
shown during the coming out has reference to the shortness or 
length of the interval of coming out; for the body is not formed 
during that interval, and so no experience is possible. Hence the 
soul’s descent up till the moment of becoming similar to paddy 
etc. occurs in a short time indeed. 


Topic 6: THE SOULS IN PLANTS AND THEREAFTER 


aanfaterg qaaahierng evi 


qq-aq As in earlier stages (the soul stays in paddy etc.) 


aq-afafgdg inhabited by other souls; afyerarq for so it is 
declared. 


24. As in the earlier stages, so also (in the later stages) the soul 
merely resides in paddy etc. that are already inhabited by other 
souls, for so it is declared. 


Doubt: While dealing with that very course of descent, the 
text mentions after the fall in the form of a shower, “Those 
descending souls are born here (on the earth) as paddy, barley, 
shrubs, trees, sesamum, pulses, etc.” (Ch. V. x. 6). With regard 
to this the doubt arises, whether the souls when descending 
with their residual Rarmas, enjoy and suffer the happiness and 
sorrow natural to the plants etc., after reaching this stage and 
becoming themselves motionless plants etc., or they merely come 
into contact with plant bodies which are possessed by other 
souls? What is the conclusion to‘be drawn then? 

Opponent : The descending souls, possessed of residual Rarmas 
are born as plants etc.; and thus they have experience of happi- 
ness and sorrow belonging to these species. 

How do you know this? 

Since the verb “to be born” should be accepted in the literal 
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sense. Besides, life as plants is well recognized in the Vedas and 
Smrtis as a state for the souls’ experiences, Moreover, it is 
reasonable that acts like sacrifices etc. should have evil results, 
since they are connected with animal sacrifice etc. Hence like 
birth as dogs etc., the descending souls having residual karza, 
are born as paddy etc. in the primary sense. Just as the descend- 
ing souls have “births among dogs, swine, or Candalas” (Ch. V. 
x. 7) in the primary sense, and in those births they have the 
experiences of the respective happiness and sorrow, so also have 
they births as paddy etc. 

Vedantin: To this, our reply is that, as in the previous stages, 
similarly here also, the souls, having residual karma, merely come 
into contact with paddy etc, which are already inhabited by 
other souls, but they do not share in their happiness and sorrow. 
As the attainment of the states of air, smoke, etc. by the descend- 
ing souls consists in their mere contact with these, so also the 
attainment of the states of paddy etc., consists merely in a contact 
with those that are plants etc. from birth. 

How is this known? 

Because the Upanisadic declaration here is similar to the 
earlier. 

Opponent: What is meant by the Upanisadic declaration 
being similar to the earlier? 

Vedantin: Their similarity consists in the declaration being 
made without any reference to (this state being attained 
through) a fruition of karma. As in the stages starting with space 
and ending with rainfall, no mention of fruition of karma is 
made, so also is it with regard to the births among paddy, barley, 
etc. Hence the descending souls have no experience here of hap- 
piness and sorrow. But where the intention is to speak of the 
experience of such happiness and sorrow, the fruition of karma 
also is mentioned by such statements as, “the people of good 
conduct, the people of bad conduct etc.” (Ch. V. x. 7). More- 
over, if the birth of the souls, having residual karma, among 
paddy, barley etc. be taken in the literal sense, then when the 
paddy etc. are harvested, fried, cooked, or eaten, the souls 
identifying themselves with these will be thereby ejected from 
them. For it is a well-known fact that a soul that inhabits any 
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body leaves that body when it is subjected to great torment. In 
that case the Upanisad would not have mentioned that from the 
state of similarity with paddy etc. the descending souls attain 
similarity with male creatures possessed of progenitive power. 
Hence the souls that have residual karma merely come into 
contact with paddy etc. that are already inhabited by other 
souls. As a result of this, one has to reject the primary meaning 
of the verb “to be born’, as also the state of plant life as a place 
for experiencing happiness and sorrow (by those souls). At the 
same time we do not deny that the plant life is a state for experi- 
encing the fruits of work. Let this be a state of experience for 
those souls which, owing to their lack of merit, have attained 
the state of plant life. But the souls descending from the moon 
with their residual karmas do not have any experience in identi- 
fication with plant life. This is our standpoint. 


aYatafa AA Toe Uw 


(Sacrifices etc. are) TYSA unholy fe aq if such be the 
objection, 4 not so, weerq owing to the sanction of scriptures. 


25. If it be argued that rites (involving killing of animals) are 
unholy, we say, no, since they are sanctioned by scriptures. 


Opponent: It was argued that sacrificial actions are impure 
inasmuch as they are connected with animal-killing etc. and 
therefore their results can be inferred to be evil, so that the birth 
of the souls, having residual karma, as paddy, barley, etc., can 
well be in the literal sense, and it is useless to imagine a figurative 
meaning there. 

Vedantin : That argument is being refuted. That is not so, for 
knowledge of virtue and vice is derived from the scriptures. The 
scriptures alone are the source for knowing that such an act is 
virtuous, and such another is not virtuous; for merit and demerit 
are supersensuous realities and they are not invariable for all 
space, time, and environment. Any deed that is performed as 
virtuous in relation to certain place, time, and circumstances, 
becomes non-virtuous in relation to other places, times, and cir- 
cumstances, so that nobody can have any knowledge about 
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virtue and vice, unless it be from the scriptures. And from the 
scriptures it is ascertained that the Jyotistoma sacrifice, involving 
injury, favour, etc., is virtuous. So how can that be declared to 
be impure? 

Opponent: By saying, “One should not injure any of the 
creatures”, the scripture itself shows that injury done to any 
creature is unholy. 

Vedantin: True; but that is only a general rule; and here is 
the exception, “One should immolate an animal for Agni and 
Soma’. Both the general rule and the exception have their well- 
defined scopes. Hence Vedic rites are quite pure, since they are 
practised by the good people and are not condemned by them. 
Hence birth as plants cannot be their corresponding result. Nor 
can birth as paddy etc. be on an equal footing with birth as 
dogs etc., for the latter is spoken of in connection with the 
doers of evil; but no specific liability (to be born as such) is 
met with here (as regards plant life). Hence the mere association 
with paddy etc. of the souls descending from the moon with 
their residual karmas is indirectly spoken of as becoming those 
plants. 


ta:fararnist U2ell 


aq Then ta:—-faa-ait: (occurs) connection with an insemi- 
nator. 


26. Then (the soul) gets connected with an inseminator. 


This is a further reason why what is meant by becoming 
paddy etc. is only association with them. After the statement 
about becoming paddy etc., the scripture states that the descend- 
ing soul becomes a progenitor, as in, “For the soul becomes one 
with whomsoever eats food and performs the act of generation” 
(Ch. V. x. 6). But identity with the progenitor is not possible 
here in the literal sense, for one becomes a progenitor long after 
birth when one attains adolescence. So how can the descending 
soul that remains associated with the food that is eaten become 
identified with the progenitor unless it be in a secondary sense? 
In that text then it has perforce to be admitted that the mere 
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connection with the progenitor is spoken of as becoming himself. 
Therefore what is meant by becoming paddy etc. is also nothing 
but being connected with them. Thus there is no contradiction. 


TAT: WATT Wl 
aia: From the womb Ty (comes) a body. 


27. From the womb (comes) a new body (for the descending 
soul). 


Then after being connected with a progenitor the soul with 
its residual karma enters a womb and gets a body fitted for the 
experience of its (residual) karma. This is what is said in the 
scripture in, “Among them, those who have good conduct on 
this earth” (Ch. V. x. 7). etc. From this too it is known that 
when during the course of a soul’s descent, an occasion arises 
for connection with paddy etc., those very bodies do not become 
a source of happiness and sorrow. Hence it is concluded that 
the mere contact with paddy etc. is spoken of as the birth of 
the souls descending with their residual karmas. 


SEcTION II 


In the previous section, the topic of the meditation on the five 
fires was raised and the different courses of transmigration of 
the individual souls were discussed. Now is being elaborated the 
different states of those very souls. 


Topic 1: DrReaAM STATE 


aq ofeug fe lei 


aeq In the intermediate stage afg: (occurs) creation, fg since 
(the Upanisad) arg says (so). 


1. In the intermediate stage (of dream) occurs (real) creation; 
for the Upanisad says so. 


Opening with the passage, “When he dreams” (By. IV. ii. 9) 
the scripture states, “There are no chariots, nor animals to be 
yoked to them, nor roads there, but he creates the chariots, 
animals, and roads” etc. (Br. IV. iii. 10). 

Doubt: The doubt arises with regard to this, whether the 
creation in dream is as real as in the waking state, or it is only 
illusory. 

Opponent: While on this topic, it is gathered that the crea- 
tion in the intermediate stage (lit. occurring at the junction) is 
real. By the term “Intermediate stage” is meant dream, for such 
a use is met with in the Vedas, as in, “The dream state which 1s 
the third is at the junction of the two (waking and deep sleep)” 
(By. IV. ii. 9). It occurs at the juncture of the two worlds— 
(the other and this), or between the two states of waking and 
deep sleep; therefore it is called the sandbya (intervening stage). 


When the senses are withdrawn at the time of death, the dying man 
has no sense-perception; yet at that time he remembers this world as a 
sort of mental impression, and in that mind flashes a picture of the next 
world which is expected as a result of his actions. This is the juncture. 
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The creation that occurs in that intervening period must neces- 
sarily be real. 

Why? 

Since the Upanisad, which is authoritative, says thus: “but he 
creates the chariots, animals, and roads” (Br. IV. iii. 10). etc. 
And from the conclusion, “For he is the agent” (Br. IV. 111. 10), 
this becomes confirmed. 


fratart FH TATRA UM 


q And wa some (consider the soul) faatareq as the creator; 
@q and qaray: sons and others (are the objects desired). 


2. And some (following a particular branch) consider the Self 
to be a creator (of things desired); and sons and others (are the 
objects desired). 


Moreover, the followers of one branch of the Vedas mention 
the Self as the creator of desires (i.e. desirable things) in this 
very intervening stage: “Purusa (the all-pervading conscious 
entity), who keeps awake and goes on creating desires even when 
the senses fall asleep, is pure” (Ka. II. 11. 8). And sons etc. are 
the “desires” mentioned in the text, the word being derived in 
the sense of “things wished for or desired”. 

Objection: By the word kama should be denoted different 
kinds of desire. 

Opponent: No, for the subject is broached thus: “Ask for 
sons and grandsons who will be centenarians” (Ka. I. i. 23), and 
the conclusion is made with, “I make you fit for the enjoyment 
of all Ramas (delectable things)” (ibid. 24), where the word 
kama is used in the relevant places for sons etc. who are under 
consideration. From the subject-matter of the chapter and the 
complementary portion also we understand that the supreme 
conscious Self is the creator. For the subject-matter of the topic 
is the supreme Self, as stated in the beginning, “Tell me of that 
thing which you see as different from virtue, different from 
vice” (Ka. I. 11. 14); and the complementary passage also relates 
to It, “He is pure, He is Brahman, and He is called the immortal. 
All the worlds are fixed on Him; none can transcend Him” (Ka. 
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II. ii. 8), It is also known that the creation by the supreme Self 
within the range of wakefulness is real; so equally real must be the 
creation in the domain of dream. In support of this occurs the 
Upanisadic text, “Others, however, say that the dream state of 
a man is nothing but the waking state, because he sees in dreams 
only those things that he sees in the waking state” (Br. IV. iii. 
14), which shows the applicability of the same logic to the 
dream and waking states. Hence the creation in the intervening 
state must be real indeed. 
Vedantin : To this the aphorist makes the rejoinder: 


MANTA FT Hea HerBeT SICA lal 


q But (the dream creation is) atat-arqqy mere Maya, areert- 
TA AAFASKAT because of its nature of not being a complete 
manifestation. (A different reading—“a#reerqa fully”). 


3. But the dream creation is a mere Mayda, because of its nature 
of not being a complete manifestation of the totality of attributes 
(found in the wakeful state). 


The word “but” refutes the opposite view. It is not as you 
asserted, that the creation in the intervening state is real, for 
the creation in the intervening state is a mere product of Maya, 
there being not the slightest touch of reality in it. 

Why? 

“Because of its nature of not being a complete manifestation 
of the totality of attributes (found in the wakeful state)”. For 
a dream is not such by nature as to be manifest with the totality 
of the attributes of a real thing. 

Opponent : What, again, is meant here by totality? 

Vedantin: It means the state of being endowed with the 
adequate space, time, and circumstances, as well as its not being 
sublated. For the space, time, and causality adequate for a real 
thing, as well as the absence of sublation, can never be possible 
in the case of a dream. For instance, the space needed for a 
chariot etc. is not possible in dream; for within the narrow limits 
of the body, the chariot etc. cannot get sufficient room. 

Opponent : It may well be that a dreamer dreams outside the 
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body, since he perceives things that are far removed. Moreover, 
the Upanisad also shows that dream occurs outside the body: 
“The radiant infinite being who is immortal and moves alone 
preserves the unclean nest (of a body) with the help of the 
vital force, and roams out of the body. Himself immortal, he 
goes wherever he likes” (Br. IV. iii. 12). And the difference in 
the ideas (or perceptions) of staying in and moving out (occur- 
ring in dream) cannot be reconciled unless the soul goes out. 
Vedantin: We say, no; for it is not possible to conceive it 
for a sleeping man that in a moment he can reach a place 
hundreds of miles away and return from there. And sometimes 
a man relates a dream in which there was no return, as in the 
statement: “Then having laid down in the country of the Kurus 
and fallen asleep, I went in dream to the country of the 
Paiicalas, and woke up there.” Had he gone out of the body, 
he would have awakened in the country of the Paiicalas 
itself, as he is supposed to have reached there; but as a matter 
of fact he wakes up in the Kuru country. And the body, with 
which the dreamer dreams that he goes to another country, is 
seen by people nearby to be lying just where it was, Besides 
the places, as the dreamer sees them in dream, do not correspond 
with actuality. Were he to speed away to those places to see 
them, he would perceive them just as he does in the waking state. 
Moreover, the Upanisad shows that dream occurs within the body. 
Opening with, “When it (the soul) remains in the dream state” 
(Br. II. 1. 18), the Upanisad says, “it moves about, as it pleases, 
in its own body” (ibid.). For this reason also, that the Upanisad 
and logic become contradicted, the text about “roaming out of 
the nest (i.e. body)” (Br. IV. iii. 12) is to be explained figur- 
atively to mean that the immortal soul seems to go out of the 
body. For a soul, that derives no benefit from the body even 
while inhabiting it, is as good as outside it. This being so, the 
different ideas (or perceptions) like staying in, moving out, 
etc. are to be admitted to be illusory. Moreover, incongruity of 
time is also apparent in a dream. A man asleep at night thinks 
that it is daylight in India. Similarly in a dream lasting for a 
moment, he sometimes passes through a number of years. Again, 
the materials necessary for the consequent perceptions or actions 
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are not adequately present. For instance, he has no eye etc, for 
the perception of chariot etc., his senses having been withdrawn 
(in sleep). And from where does come his power to make a 
chariot in a moment, and from where the timber? Besides, these 
chariot etc. seen in a dream are sublated in the waking state. Not 
only this, they are easily sublated in the dream itself, since there 
is contradiction between their beginning and end inasmuch as 
something ascertained in dream to be a chariot turns into a man 
the next moment, or someone ascertained to be a man changes 
suddenly into a tree. The scripture also tells us clearly that 
chariot etc. do not exist in dream: “There are no chariots, no 
animals to be yoked to them, nor roads there” (Br. IV. iii. 10). 
Hence things seen in a dream are mere Maya. 


qa fe sacred a afgea: ivi 


(Dream is) q also gam: an omen; fg for (this is known) se 
from the Upanisads, q and aq-faz: experts in dream-reading 
artart say (so). 


4. A dream is also an omen, for so it is known from the Upa- 
nisads, and experts say so. 


Opponent : In that case, since it is all mere May4, there is no 
touch of reality in dream. 

Vedantin: We say, no; for dream becomes the indicator also 
of good and evil in future. Thus it is mentioned in the Upanisad: 
“If one should see a woman in dreams while engaged in per- 
forming some rites with a view to getting results, then one 
should know from the occurrence of the dreams that those 
rites will be fruitful” (Ch. V. ii, 8). Similarly the scriptures 
declare that the text, “Should a man dream of a black person 
with black teeth, that person will cause his death” and such 
other texts indicate imminent death. Moreover, people con- 
versant with the science of dream, say, “Dreams of mounting 
on elephants etc. are auspicious, whereas those of mounting on 
ass etc. are bad omens”. They think that some dreams caused 
by mantras, gods, and special substances have a touch of reality 
in them. But even in these cases, though it may be granted that 
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the things prognosticated are true, the indicative omens like the 
seeing of a woman are certainly unreal, for these get sublated. 
This is the idea. Hence it is proved that a dream is merely 
illusory. 

As for the reference to the Upanisadic text in the aphorism, 
“because the Upanisad says so” (III. ii. 1), that should be 
explained in a figurative sense in the light of the conclu- 
sion arrived at thus. This is like the statement, “The plough 
sustains the bullocks”, where the plough is said to be the cause 
of sustenance because it is metaphorically so. Not that the 
plough really sustains the bullocks etc. So also from the mere 
fact that a sleeping man becomes an accidental cause for crea- 
tion, it 1s said that he creates the chariots etc. and that “he is 
the agent” (Br. IV. iti. 9-10). And it is to be explained that the 
soul becomes an accidental cause for the creation of chariot etc. 
in the sense that happiness and fear are seen to arise from the 
sight of chariot etc., of which merit and demerit are the causes, 
and the soul is the efficient cause of those merit and demerit. 
Moreover, the topic of dream is introduced for revealing the 
self-effulgence of the witnessing Self as a distinct fact. This is 
done because in the waking state we have the existence of the 
contact between the objects and senses and an admixture of the 
light of the sun etc., so that the self-effulgence of the Self cannot 
be distinguished from them. That being the case, if the text 
about creation of chariot etc. be taken in the literal sense, then 
the self-effulgence of the Self will remain undetermined. Hence 
in the light of the mention of the unreality of chariot etc., it is 
to be explained that the text about the creation of these is 
figurative. Hereby is explained the text about creatorship (B. S. 
III. ii. 2, Ka. II. ii. 8). 

And the assertion was made that the followers of a particular 
branch of the Vedas consider this creator to be the supreme 
conscious Self; that too is improper; for in another Upanisad 
this is shown to be the activity of the individual soul in the 
text, “Himself puts the body aside and himself creates (a dream 
body in its place), revealing his own lustre by his own light— 
and he dreams” (Br. IV. iii. 9). In the text under discussion also, 
it is shown by a restatement of a known fact in, “He who keeps 

38 
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awake even when the senses fall asleep” (Ka. II. ii. 8), that this 
creator of desirable things is none other than the individual soul. 
In the complementary portion of the passage, however, the 
individuality of that soul is removed and it is shown to be none 
other than Brahman in the text, “He is pure and He is Brahman” 
(Ka. Il. ii. 8), even as it is done in such texts as, “That thou art” 
(Ch, VI. viii-xvi). Thus it does not go against the topic of 
Brahman with which the context deals. Nor do we deny the 
activity of the supreme Self even during dream, for that 
supreme Self is the Lord of all; and as such it is He who can 
be reasonably upheld to be the ordainer under all circumstances. 
But what we want to show is only this much that in truth, this 
creation in dream is not of the same order of reality as the 
creation of space etc. And yet the creation of space etc. also 
has no absolute reality; for under the aphorism, “The effect is 
non-different from the cause since terms like ‘origin’ etc. are 
met with” (II. i. 14), we showed that the whole creation is 
but Maya. But before the realization of the identity of the Self 
with Brahman, creation counting from space etc., continues just 
as it is, whereas the creation within dream is abrogated every 
day. Hence the statement that dream is merely Maya has a 
special significance. 


qufaeard fatiga aat eer arafaraat tii 


qx-afreatatg By meditation on the supreme Lord, 
that which is obscured (becomes manifest); fg for aq: from 
Him (are derived) aeq its'(the soul’s) arq-faqqa} bondage and 
its opposite. 


5. From the meditation on the supreme Lord, however, 
becomes tmanifest that which remains obscured; because the 
souls bondage and freedom are derived from Him. 


Opponent: Even so, it may be that the individual soul is a 
part of the supreme Self just as a spark is of a fire. That being 
so, just as the fire and the spark have the same power of com- 
bustion and light, so also the soul and God have the same power 
of knowledge, divinity, (true resolve, etc), And from this it 
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follows that the soul can through its divinity (i.e. true resolve), 
create such things in dream as a chariot as an act of its will. 

Vedantin: To this it is said: Though the soul and God may 
be related as the part and the whole, still the soul is directly seen 
to be possessed of attributes opposed to those of God. 

Opponent : Do you mean that the soul has no attribute similar 
to God's? 

Vedamtin: Not that it has not; but though present, this 
similarity remains hidden, since it is screened off by ignorance. 
That similarity, remaining hidden, becomes manifest in the case 
of some rare person who meditates on God with diligence, for 
whom the darkness of ignorance gets removed, and who becomes 
endowed with mystic powers through the grace of God, like 
the regaining of the power of sight through the potency of 
medicine by a man who had lost it through the disease called 
timira. But it does not come naturally to all and sundry. 

Why? 

Vedantin: Because “from him”, i.e. owing to God, are “his”, 
of this creature, “bondage and freedom”, bondage that comes 
from the ignorance about the nature of God and freedom that 
comes from the knowledge of His reality. To this effect occurs 
the Upanisadic text, “On the realization of the Deity (i.e. 
Brahman with attributes), all the bondages (i.e. such evils as 
ignorance, desire, etc.) fall off; and on the eradication of these 
evils, there is complete cessation of birth and death. But (as 
compared with bondage and freedom) the third thing (viz 
mystic powers) occurs as a result of meditation on Him (with 
attributes), and after the death of the body comes unsurpassable 
divinity, and after that one becomes the Absolute with all the 
desires fulfilled” (Sv. I. 11). There are also other texts of this 


kind. 
aearrat atsfs Welt 


ar Or rather 2g-airq Owing to connection with the body 
(occurs) q; that (covering) aff also. 


6. Or rather that covering occurs also on account of connec- 
tion with the body. 
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Opponent : If the soul be a part of God, why should it have 
its knowledge and divinity (Lordship) under cover, the reason- 
able position being that knowledge and divinity should remain 
uncovered for a soul as much as combustion and illumination 
remain so for a spark? 

Vedantin: The answer is being given: What you say is truly 
so. But “that too”, that covering up also, of knowledge and 
divinity, in the case of the individual soul, “occurs from the 
connection with the body”, from the association with body, 
senses, mind, intelligence, perception of objects, etc., And we 
have an analogy on this point: As the power of combustion and 
illumination, though inherent in fire, remains hidden for it when 
it is (latent) inside the fuel, or as it remains hidden when the fire 
is covered with ashes, similarly there occurs a covering up of 
the knowledge and Lordship of the soul owing to an error of 
non-distinction of the soul from the body etc., arising from its 
association with the limiting adjunct comprising the body etc., 
and created by name and form, which are conjured up by 
nescience. The words “or rather” (in the aphorism) are meant 
for obviating the misconception about the difference between 
the soul and God. 

Opponent: Why should not the soul be accepted as different 
from God, since its knowledge and Lordship are covered up? 
What is the need of fancying this as arising from association 
with the body? 

Vedantin : The answer is in the negative; for it does not stand 
to reason that the soul can be different from God. For starting 
with the text, “That Deity, that was such, deliberated” (Ch. VI. 
iii. 2), the individual soul is referred to by the word Self in the 
text, “I Myself having entered into it as this individual soul” 
(ibid.). And in the text, “That is Truth; That is the Self, That 
thou art, O Svetaketu” (Ch. VI. viii-xv), the individual is taught 
as being identical with God. Hence the conclusion is that though 
the individual soul is non-different from God, its knowledge and 
Lordship become covered up owing to association with the 
body. From this also it follows that the creation of chariot: etc. 
in dream is not an achievement of the individual soul by its will. 
If, on the contrary, dream creation were an act of will, one 
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would not have an evil dream, for one does not will evil for 
oneself. As for the statement that the Upanisadic text equating 
dream with waking (viz Br. IV. i. 14—“others, however, say 
that the dream state of a man is nothing but the waking state” 
etc.), declares the reality of dream, that declaration of similarity 
does not signify’ reality, for that would run counter to the 
self-effulgence of the Self. Moreover, the Upanisad itself shows 
the absence of chariot etc. in dream. The idea implied there is 
that dream being a product of .the impressions acquired during 
wakefulness, it has the verisimilitude of wakefulness. Hence it is 
reasonable to say that dream is mere Maya. 


Topic 2: THe Sout in DEEP SLEEP 


qeMa aS Tegaucahs F ill 


-wrara: The absence of that (dream), (that is to say, deep 


aq 
sleep), (takes place) aTSty in the nerves = and areafa in the 
Self, aq-ad: that being known from the Upanisads. 


7. The absence of that dream (i.e. dreamless sleep) takes place 
in the nerves and the Self, as it is known to be so from the 
Upanisads. 


The dream state has been considered: now is being considered 
the state of sleep. Here are some Upanisadic passages about 
sleep: “Now then, (among these states), when one sleeps in 
such a way, that all his organs are withdrawn and he becomes 
completely serene (in mind) and does not dream, then the 
soul remains spread over these nerves” (Ch. VIII. vi. 3). In 
another place, however, in connection with these very nerves 
it is heard, “it comes back along the seventy-two thousand 
nerves called itd, which extend from the heart to the pericar- 
dium, and sleeps in the puritat” (i.e. the heart) (Br. II. i. 19). 
Elsewhere also, while dealing with the nerves themselves, it is 
said, “When the sleeping individual sees no dream, he happens 
to be in those nerves; then he becomes united in this Prana” 
(Kau. IV. 19). Similarly in another place: “And (he) lies in 
the Akasa (supreme Self) that is in the heart” (Br. II. i. 17). 


598 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [III. ii. 7 


So also elsewhere: “O amiable one, then he becomes unified 
with Existence, he attains his own Self” (Ch. VI. viii. 1), as 
also, “So this infinite Being (Self), fully embraced by the 
Conscious Self (supreme Self), does not know anything at all, 
either external or internal” (Br. IV. iii. 21). 

Doubt: While on this subject, the doubt arises: Are these 
nerves and other places of sleep different from one another, or 
are they mutually interdependent and constitute a single place 
of sleep? What should be the conclusion here? 

Opponent : They are different places. 

Why? 

Since they are meant to serve the same purpose. Things that 
are meant to serve the same purpose are not seen to depend on 
one another, as in the case of paddy, barley, etc. (optionally 
used for sacrificial cakes). And the nerves etc. are seen to serve 
the same purpose during sleep; for in “remains spread over these 
nerves” (Ch. VIII. vi. 3), “sleeps in the puritat” (Br. II. ii. 19), 
the seventh (locative) case-ending (“in”) is seen to be equally 
In use. 

Objection: But in the case of Existence (Sat) the seventh 
case-ending is not used thus in, “O amiable one, he then becomes 
unified with Existence” (Ch. VI. viii. 1) (where the instru- 
mental case is used). 

Opponent: This is no defect; for there too the sense of the 
seventh case can be understood; for in the complementary 
passage it is stated that the individual soul, in search of an abode 
repairs to Existence: “Not getting an abode anywhere else, he 
resorts to Prapa Itself” (Ch. VI. viii. 2), where the Existence 
under discussion is referred to by the word Prana. And the 
sense of the seventh case is implied in the word d@yatana (abode). 
Moreover the use of the seventh case is clearly in evidence in 
the complementary text: “Having become merged in Existence, 
they do not know, ‘We have become merged in Existence’ ” 
(Ch. VI. ix. 2). In all these cases, the nature of deep sleep, 
consisting in the cessation of particularized knowledge, does 
fiot differ. Therefore, it follows that since the nerves etc. serve 
the same purpose, the soul resorts optionally to some one of 
them some time for its sleep. 
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Vedantin : This being the position, it is being explained: “The 
absence of that takes place in the nerves and the Self”. “The 
absence of that” means the absence of the relevant dreaming, 
that is to say deep sleep. That occurs in the nerves and the Self. 
By the use of “and” in the sense of combination, the idea 
conveyed is that the soul resorts to these nerves etc. collectively 
for sleep and not alternatively. 

Whence Is it so? 

Since it is seen to be so from the Upanisads. To explain: All 
these nerves and other things are mentioned in the respective 
contexts (in the Upanigsads) as the places of sleep; and all these 
become reconciled if they are accepted collectively, whereas if 
they are accepted alternatively then the others become ruled 
out. 

Opponent: Was it not pointed out that, serving as they do 
the same purpose like paddy, barley etc., the nerves, (puritat, 
and Self), can be accepted alternatively? 

Vedantin: The answer is, no. From the mere fact that the 
same case-ending is used it does not follow that they serve the 
same purpose or that they can be taken alternatively. For even 
in the case of things having divergent purposes as well as some 
collective purpose, the same case-ending is found to be used, as 
in, “He sleeps in a palace, he sleeps in a couch’, and such other 
instances. Similarly it is but reasonable here that a combination 
is to be accepted in the sense that he sleeps in the nerves, Puritat, 
and Brahman. In support of this is the Upanisadic text, “When 
the individual soul sees no dream, he happens to be in those 
nerves; then he becomes united in the Prana” (Kau. IV. 19), 
where the text speaks collectively of the nerves and Prana in 
deep sleep; for both are presented in the very same sentence. 
And it has been ascertained that Praya is Brahman in the 
aphorism, “Prana is Brahman, because it can be harmonized thus” 
(B. S. I. i. 28). Where the Upanisad speaks of the nerves as 
though they are independent places of sleep as in, “Then he 
remains asleep in these nerves” (Ch. VIII. vi. 3), there also 


The palace contains the couch which helps sleep. Their purposes are 
diffesent; and yet both help sleep indirectly and directly and thus become 
associated. 
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Brahman, well known (to be the place of sleep) from other 
texts is not ruled out, and hence the idea derived is that the soul 
rests in Brahman by proceeding along the nerves. Even from 
such a viewpoint the use of the locative case after the nerves 
is not contradicted; for though the soul approaches Brahman 
through the nerves, it happens to be in the nerves, just as a man 
proceeding to the sea along the river Ganga, remains as a 
matter of fact in the Ganga. Moreover, the thing sought to be 
taught in this text (Ch. VIII. vi) is the path constituted by the 
nerves and the rays and leading to the world of Brahman. The 
declaration about the soul’s remaining spread over the nerves is 
meant for eulogizing the nerves; for first it is said, “He remains 
spread over the nerves”, and then it is added, “no sin touches 
him” (Ch. VIII. vi. 3), in which latter sentence the nerves are 
praised. The reason for being free from the touch of sin is also 
stated in, “For he then becomes enveloped by tejas (light)” 
(ibid.), which means that the organs of the soul then become 
enveloped by the light (of the sun in the nerves) called bile, 
and so it cannot perceive external things. Or by the term “by 
light”, Brahman Itself is referred to, for in another Upanisad, 
the word tejas (light) is used for Brahman in the text, “Brahman, 
Itself, the Light” (Br. IV. iv. 7). The idea implied is that since 
the soul then becomes unified with Brahman by proceeding 
along the nerves, therefore no sin can touch it; for from such 
Upanisadic text as, “All sins turn back from here, for this is the 
world of Brahman that is unafflicted by sin” (Ch. VIII. iv. 1), 
it is known that merger in Brahman is the cause for remaining 
untouched by sin. This being so, the conclusion arrived at is 
that the nerves, dependent on Brahman as they are, have to be 
construed as the place of sleep collectively with Brahman which 
is well known to be the place of sleep from other Upanisadic 
texts. So also the puritat, having been mentioned in connection 
with Brahman, is understood to become a place of sleep in 
subordination to Brahman, which fact is known thus: The 
Akasa (Brahman) in the heart, which is the place of sleep, is 
introduced in, “And lies in the Ak&@fa that is in the heart” (Br. 
II. i. 17); and in that context it is said, “sleeps in the pwritat’’. 
(Br. II. i. 19). By the word pwritat is meant a covering of the 
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heart. One sleeping in the Ak@fa within the heart, enveloped 
by the puritat, may as well be said to be sleeping in the pwritat, 
for somebody living within a city surrounded by a rampart is 
said to be living in the rampart. Now, under the aphorism, “The 
small Akasa (i.e. space in the heart) is Brahman, because of the 
subsequent reasons” (I. ili. 14), it was ascertained earlier that 
the Akasa in the heart is Brahman. And from the reference to 
the nerves and puritat in the same sentence, “It comes back 
through the nerves called bitd and sleeps in the puritat” (Br. II. 
1. 19), it is known that the nerves and puritat are to be construed 
collectively. Besides “Existence” (Ch. VI. viii. 1) and “Con- 
scious Self” (Br. IV. i. 19) are well known to be terms denoting 
Brahman, In these Upanisadic texts three places only are men- 
tioned as the places of sleep—the nerves, the puritat, and 
Brahman, Among these the nerves, as also the puritat, are mere 
entrances, Brahman alone, without a second, being the unchang- 
ing place of sleep. Moreover, the nerves as well as the puritat 
become merely the encasements for the individual soul by virtue 
of being its limiting adjuncts, for in them exist its organs. 
Without the association with the limiting adjuncts, the soul 
cannot have any natural encasement, since it is ever established 
in its own glory owing to its identity with Brahman. As for its 
having Brahman as its locus (or abode) during sleep, that too 
is not stated by way of making a distinction as between a 
container and the thing contained. 

In what way then? 

By way of showing their identity, since it is said, “O amiable 
one, he then becomes unified with Existence, he attains his own 
Self” (Ch. VI. viii. 1), where the supreme Self is referred to by 
the phrase “own Self (sva)”, the idea implied being that a man 
while asleep remains established in his true nature. Moreover 
there is no time when the soul is not in union with Brahman, 
since one’s own nature is unchangeable. But the statement, “He 
attains his own Self” is made, because in dream and wakefulness 
the soul seems to assume another’s garb under the influence of 
the limiting adjuncts with which it remains associated, whereas 
in sleep that garb falls off, so that in comparison with the earlier 
stages, sleep is sought to be spoken of as the state of assumption 
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of the real nature. From this it is clear that it is improper to say 
that in sleep the soul sometimes becomes unified with Existence 
and sometimes not. Besides, even if it be understood that sleep 
can have different alternative loci, still deep sleep, as consisting 
in the cessation of particularized perception, is always the same. 
And under such circumstances, it is but logical that a soul, 
merged in Existence, should not know anything just because of 
its non-duality, as is shown in the text, “then what should one 
know and through what?” (Br. II. iv. 14). But should the soul 
sleep in the nerves or the puritat, no reason for its non-recogni- 
tion of objects can be ascertained, since (particularized) cogni- 
tion is concerned with duality (and duality is present there), as 
is shown in the text, “When there is something else, as it were, 
then one can see something”. (Br. IV. iii. 31). 

Opponent: Even things within duality may remain unknown 
owing to great distance etc. 

Vedantin: This can be truly so, if the individual soul is 
supposed to be naturally limited, even as Visnumitra (who is 
different from his house) does not see his own house when on 
a sojourn. But the soul has no limitation apart from that caused 
by conditioning factors. Even if you say that in the case of the 
soul also, non-cognition is caused by the great distance etc. 
inherent in the limiting adjuncts, still the reasonable position is 
that when the adjuncts cease in sleep, the soul does not know 
because of its merger in Existence Itself. But when talking of a 
collection of factors (in sleep), we do not suggest here that the 
nerves etc. combine in equal partnership (with Brahman); for 
nothing is gained from the knowledge that the nerves, as also 
the puritat, are the locus of sleep, since neither any result is 
mentioned in the Upanisads as attached to such a knowledge 
itself, nor is it construed that such a knowledge forms part of 
something else that has its own result. We are out to prove that 
Brahman is the invariable locus of sleep. Such a knowledge 
serves a purpose, namely that the soul is ascertained to be 
identical with Brahman, and it is realized to be free from the 
dealings consequent on the dream and wakeful states. Hence the 
Self is the locus of sleep. 
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Ta: Taratsenq sil 
aa: Hence yayq: awakening (is) a@earq from this. 


8. For the same reason, the souPs waking up is from this 
supreme Self. 


Since the Self Itself is the locus of sleep, therefore, for that 
very reason, it is taught in the context of sleep that wakefulness 
occurs invariably from this Self, by the texts, “As from a fire 
tiny sparks fly in all directions, so from the Self emanate all 
organs” (Br. II. i. 20), etc., said in the course of the answer to 
the question, “Whence did it come?” (Br. II. 1. 16). This is done 
also by the text, “Having emerged from Existence, they do not 
know, ‘We have come from Existence’” (Ch. IV. x. 2). Had 
the loci of sleep been but optional, the Upanisad would have 
instructed that the soul wakes up sometimes from the nerves, 
sometimes from the puritat, and sometimes from the Self. From 
this also follows that the Self is the locus of sleep. 


Topic 3: THe SAME Sout RETURNS FROM SLEEP 


a Ut q Halqeqfaeataheea: tell 


aq But 4: vq that (soul) itself (returns) HH -A TAA aea-fapara: 
because of the reasons of action, remembrance, scriptural 
authority, and injunction. 


9. But the very same soul returns from sleep because of the- 
reasons of action, remembrance, scriptural authority, and injunc- 
tion. 


Doubt: It is being considered whether the one who awakes 
from that merger in Existence is the same at the time of awaken- 
ing as one was at the time of merger, or whether it may either 
be the same entity or some one else. 

Opponent: When under this doubt, the conclusion arrived at 
is that there is no hard and fast rule. 

Why? 


When a drop of water is thrown into a mass of water, it 
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becomes one with that mass. And when an attempt is made to 
take it up again from there, it is impossible to have that very 
same drop. Similarly when the sleeping soul has become one 
with the supreme Self and has attained quiescence (i.e. freedom 
from everything), that very soul cannot wake up again. Hence 
the conclusion is that the waking being may be either the original 
soul, or he may be God, or some other individual soul. 

Vedantin: To this the aphorist says, “But (it is) the very 
same soul”, which had gone to sleep and attained its own Self, 
that rises up again; and it is none else. 

What are the reasons for that? 

“Because of the reasons of action, remembrance, scriptural 
authority, and injunction.” We shall elaborate the reasons 
separately. To begin, the selfsame soul alone can awake, and 
none else, because an unfinished action is seen to be resumed. 
Thus one is seen to take up and finish a piece of work left 
incomplete on the previous day. One cannot reasonably engage 
oneself in some work left incomplete by another, since a con- 
trary view will lead to unwarranted conclusions. Hence it is 
understood that the same person is the doer of the same work 
on the previous and next days. For this further reason also the 
selfsame person wakes up: If the person waking up be different, 
then there should be no memory of what was perceived earlier, 
which proposition is contrary to what is evident in the recol- 
lection, “I saw this on the previous day”. For something seen 
by one cannot be remembered by another. And a recognition 
like, “I am that very person”, in which one’s own identity is 
recognized cannot be imagined to occur if some _ other soul 
should wake up. Again, from scriptural texts it is known that 
the selfsame person wakes up, as for instance, “He comes back 
again in the inverse order to his former condition, the waking 
state” (Br. IV. iit. 16), “All these creatures who repair to this 
world of Brahman every day, do.not know It” (Ch. VIII. iii. 2), 
and “Whatever they might have been here (in the previous 
waking state)—be it a tiger, a lion, a wolf, a boar, a worm, an 
insect, a gnat, or a mosquito, they become those very creatures 
then (after waking from sleep)” (Ch. VI. ix. 3). These and 
other texts occurring in the context of sleep and waking up 


IIT. i. 9) BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA 605 


cannot be reconciled if the waking soul be different. This also 
is the conclusion that follows from the injunctions about rites 
and meditations; for else the injunctions about rites and medita- 
tions become useless, since on the supposition of some other 
soul waking up, the conclusion will be that any one becomes 
free as soon as one goes to sleep. And if this be the case, then 
would you tell me what is the need of undertaking a rite or a 
meditation that will yield its fruit in future? Again, on the 
hypothesis that some other (bound) soul wakes up, it will 
either mean that some soul that had been working through a 
second body wakes up (in the sleeping body under considera- 
tion), in which case there will be the predicament of that 
(active) soul’s activity ceasing in that second body. Or if it be 
held that the soul sleeping in the second body wakes up in the 
first, then that supposition is useless; for when one sleeping in 
any body can wake up in that very body, what do you gain 
by supposing that some one sleeping in one body wakes up in 
another? Again, if it be held that a free soul wakes up in the 
body (in which another had slept), then liberation will become 
terminable. Moreover, it is illogical that one for whom ignorance 
has ceased should become embodied again. Hereby is also 
refuted the view that God wakes up in the body, since in Him 
ignorance is eternally absent. Besides, the defects of deriving 
some unearned result and losing something earned will be inevi- 
table on the supposition that some other soul wakes up in the 
body after sleep. Hence that very (sleeping) soul wakes up and 
none else. 

And it was argued that just as a drop of water thrown into a 
mass of water cannot be singled out, so also a soul merging in 
Existence cannot spring up again. That is being refuted. In the 
analogy it is quite in order to say that the (selfsame) drep of 
water cannot be singled out, since there is nothing to mark out 
its individuality. But here we have karma and ignorance as the 
factors making the (individual) distinction. The two cases are 
thus different. Moreover, it is a matter of experience that though 
milk and water, when mixed together, cannot be separated by 
any one of the human race, still they can be separated by ducks. 
Besides, there is no such entity, different from the supreme 
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Self, which has to be distinguished from Existence like a drop 
of water from a mass of water, It has been shown more than 
once that Existence Itself comes to be called indirectly a soul, 
because of the intervention of limiting adjuncts. This being the 
case, as long as a soul continues to be bound up with a particular 
set of adjuncts, so long do we deal with it as the very same one; 
and when it comes to be bound up with another set of adjuncts, 
we deal with it as though it is different. That very same set of 
adjuncts persists in sleep and wakefulness on the maxim of the 
seed and seedling, so that the reasonable position is that the 
selfsame soul wakes up from sleep. 


Topic 4: Sou, 1In Swoon 


wastage: aetaTg llgoll 


yvq In the case of a person in swoon aq—arqfer: occurs only 
partial attainment (of the state of sleep), qfegrarq that being the 
last alternative. 


10. In the case of one in swoon, there is only partial attain- 
ment (of the state of sleep), that being the last alternative. 


Opponent: There is such a phenomenon as a man in a swoon 
whom people call unconscious. When the condition of such a 
man is under scrutiny, it is said: The soul inhabiting a body 1s 
known to have three states—wakefulness, dream, and sleep. The 
fourth is the departure from the body. But no fifth state is 
known to exist for the soul either in the Vedas or the Smptis. 
Therefore unconsciousness must be classed under one of the four 
conditions. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: Of these states, a 
man in a swoon cannot be in the waking state; for he does not 
perceive objects through his senses. 

Opponent: Well, this can be so on the analogy of an arrow- 
maker. As an arrow-maker, being occupied with the arrow, 
does not perceive anything but the arrow, though he is wide 
awake, similarly a man in a swoon, though still awake, does not 
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perceive anything else because his mind is fully overwhelmed by 
the pain arising from a blow dealt with a club etc. 

Vedantin : No, since he behaves as one having no conscious- 
ness (at the time). For the arrow-maker, whose attention had 
been fully engaged, says afterwards, “I was perceiving simply 
the arrow so long”. But the unconscious man says on regaining 
his consciousness, “For so long I was immersed in blinding 
darkness, and nothing was perceived by me.” Besides, a waking 
man, who has his mind concentrated on one object, holds his 
body erect, whereas the body of an unconscious man drops 
down to the ground. Therefore neither does he keep awake nor 
does he see dreams, for he has no consciousness (i.e. capacity of 
perception). Nor is he dead, for he has life and warmth. For 
when a man faints, people having doubts as to whether he is 
dead or alive feel his heart to ascertain if he has warmth; and to 
ascertain if he breathes, they examine his nostrils. Should they 
fail to perceive the existence of both breath and warmth, they 
conclude that the man is dead and so carry him to the forest 
for cremation. On the contrary if they feel the existence of 
either breath or warmth, they conclude that the man is not 
dead, and so they resort to treatment for bringing back his 
consciousness. Also from the fact that the unconscious man rises 
up again, it follows that he was not dead; for one who goes to 
the king of death, never comes back from that domain. 

Opponent: Let it be then that he is in deep sleep, since he 
has no consciousness at the same time that he is not dead. 

Vedantin : Not so, for there is a difference. A man in a swoon 
may not breathe for a long time, but his body may be in 
tremors and his face may be distorted (with a look of terror), 
and the eyes may remain wide open. But a man in deep sleep 
has a calm face, he breathes rhythmically again and again, his 
eyes remain closed, and his body has no contortion. A sleeping 
man is awakened simply by pushing him with the hand, whereas 
an unconscious man cannot be brought back to consciousness 
even by beating with a club, Furthermore, the causes of swoon 
and sleep differ, for fainting results from blows from a club etc., 
while sleep comes as a result of fatigue. And people never 
acknowledge that a man under a swoon sleeps. By a process of 
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elimination we realize that swooning away is a state of half 
sleep; for he is partially asleep owing to absence of consciousness, 
and still he is not fully asleep as his state is different from sleep. 

Opponent : How again can a swoon be described as a partial 
sleep, since with regard to the sleeping man the Upanisads say, 
“O amiable one, he then becomes unified with Existence” (Ch. 
VI. viii. 1), “In this state a thief is no thief” (Br. IV. ii. 22), 
“Night and day do not overflow this embankment (.e. 
Brahman), nor old age, nor death, nor sorrow, nor merit, nor 
demerit” (Ch. VIII. iv. 1)? For an individual being gets the 
results of merit and demerit through the generation of the ideas 
of his being happy or sorry; but neither the idea of happiness 
nor of misery exists in sleep; so also they are absent in a swoon. 
Hence it follows that in a swoon, as in sleep, there is a complete 
merger in Existence owing to the cessation of the limiting 
adjuncts; but it is not partial merger. 

V edantin ; With regard to this the answer is, that it is not our 
view that in a swoon a man becomes half merged in Brahman. 

What do you say then? 

A swoon is partially a form of sleep, and partially of some 
other state. We have already shown its similarity and dissimilar- 
ity with sleep. And it is a door to death. So long as the individ- 
ual’s karma l\asts, his speech and mind return from a swoon; but 
when the karma has no residue, his breathing and warmth 
depart. Hence the knowers of Brahman call swoon a partial 
sleep. As for the objection raised that no fifth state is known to 
exist, that is nothing damaging. On account of being a casual 
state, it is not so widely noted; and yet it is well recognized in 
this world and in the books of medicine. By admitting it to be a 
partial sleep, we do not reckon it to be a fifth state. In this way 
it is all beyond criticism. 


Se opic 5: THE NATURE oF BRAHMAN 


aq carats Tearing aaa fe ugeit 


a Not eqraq: according to (difference of) place (i.e. limiting 
adjunct) aff even (can there be) gaa-foyq a_ twofold 
characteristic yzeq of the supreme Brahman fe for CE every- 
where (It is taught otherwise). 
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11. Not even according to place can Brabman have a twofold 
characteristic, for everywhere (It is taught to be without 
attributes). 


With the help of Upanisadic texts, the nature of that Brahman 
is now being ascertained with which the individual soul becomes 
unified in sleep when its limiting adjuncts become quiescent. 
Vedic texts about Brahman are met with which are indicative 
of Brahman both with qualification and without qualification. 
Such texts as, “He is the doer of all (good) acts, possessed of 
all (good) desires, all (good) smell, all (good) tastes” (Ch. III. 
xiv. 2), indicate that Brahman has attributes. And the texts, 
“Tt is neither gross, nor minute, neither short nor long” (Br. 
III. viii. 8) and others, indicate that It is devoid of attributes. 

Doubt: Now should it be understood that in these texts 
Brahman is spoken of as possessed of a twofold characteristic, 
or that It is spoken of as possessed of either of the two 
characteristics? Again, even if one of these characteristics be 
true, it has to be ascertained whether the aspect with attributes 
is to be accepted or the aspect without attributes, 

Opponent: As to that, on the authority of the texts presenting 
a dual aspect, Brahman must have both the aspects. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: As to that, the 
supreme Brahman, considered in Itself, cannot logically have 
both the characteristics; for it cannot be admitted that the very 
same thing is naturally possessed of attributes like form etc., and 
that it is also without these; for that is self-contradictory. 

Opponent: Then let this be so owing to position, that is to 
say, on account of association with such limiting adjuncts as 
earth. 

Vedantin: That too is not logical. For even by association 
with the limiting adjuncts a substance that is different in kind 
cannot change its nature into another; for a transparent crystal 
cannot become opaque even when in contact with limiting 
adjuncts like red lac, the idea of opaqueness being a mere error. 
Moreover, adjuncts are conjured up by ignorance. Hence, even 
if we have to take up either of the two characteristics, it is the 
Brahman that is absolutely attributeless and unchangeable that 


39 
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has to be accepted and not the opposite. For in all texts which 
aim at presenting the real nature of Brahman, as for instance in, 
“‘soundless, touchless, colourless, undiminishing” (Ka. I, iii. 15), 
etc., Brahman is presented as devoid of all distinguishing 
attributes. 


a aafafa Aa cedars Wea 


‘‘@ Not so HANI owing to differences” xfq #q if it be argued 
thus, (then) # not so, a-7q-aqATg because of the negation of 
such differences yetpy individually. 


12. If it be argued that (Brahman cannot have only one 
characteristic), on account of differences (met with in the scrip- 
tures), (we say that) it is not so, because the scriptures negate 
cach of these differences individually. 


Opponent: It may still be argued thus: It does not stand to 
reason to assert, as it has been done, that Brahman is beyond all 
distinctions and has but one characteristic, and that It cannot 
have a double characteristic either naturally or owing to the 
influence of position. 

Why? 

“On account of differences”. For the aspects of Brahman are 
taught differently in connection with the individual meditations, 
as for instance, “Brahman has four feet (or quarters)” (Ch. III. 
xviii, 2), “Brahman has sixteen digits (parts)” (Pr. VI. 1), 
“Brahman is the bestower of the results of actions on those 
persons” (Ch. IV. xv. 3), “Brahman has the three worlds as Its 
body” (Br. I. ili, 22), and It is called “Vai$vanara’ (Ch. V. 
xii-xvili), and so on. Hence Brahman has to be admitted as 
possessed of attributes as well, 

Vedantin : Did we not say that it is not possible for Brahman 
to have a dual characteristic? 

Opponent : That too creates no difficulty, because a difference 
in aspects is created by limiting adjuncts; for otherwise the texts 
talking of difference will be left without any scope. 

Vedantin : We say, this is not so. 

Whyr 
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“Because the scriptures negate each of these differences 
individually. “For along with (the mention of) each difference 
created by a limiting adjunct, the scriptures affirm the non- 
difference alone of Brahman, as in, “The same with the shining 
immortal being who is in this earth, and the shining immortal 
corporeal being in the body. (These four) are but this Self” 
etc. (Br. II. v. 1). Hence the difference having been spoken of 
for the sake of meditation, and non-difference being the real 
purport of the scriptures, it cannot be held that the scriptures 
support the view that Brahman is possessed of diverse aspects. 


afq Fans 23 


uf q Moreover, ya some (followers of some branches) way 
thus (declare). 


13, Moreover, the followers of certain branches declare thus. 


Moreover, the followers of certain sections declare in favour 
of the realization of non-duality after condemning the dualistic 
outlook, as in, “This is to be attained through the mind. There 
is no diversity whatsoever. He who sees as though there is 
difference, goes from death to death” (Ka. II. i. 11). Similarly 
others have: “After deliberating on the experiencer, the things 
experienced, and the ordainer, one should know all these three 
to be but the Brahman I speak of” (Sv. I. 12), where the entire 
variety of phenomenal manifestation, consisting of the objects 
of experience, the experiencing souls, and (God) the ordainer, 
is declared by the Upanisad to be none other than Brahman in 
essence. 

Opponent: Since two classes of Upanisadic texts, speaking of 
Brahman as with form and also as without form, are in existence, 
how can it be asserted that Brahman is formless alone? 

Vedantin: Hence comes the answer: 


aeqqeq fg aac evil 


Formless vq only fg to be sure, aTq-waracatg that being 
the dominant note. 
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14. Brahman is only formless to be sure, for that is the 
dominant note (of the Upanisadic teaching). 


Brahman is surely to be known as having no form constituted 
by colour etc., and not as having it. 

Why? 

“For that is the dominant teaching”, inasmuch as it has been 
established under the aphorism, “But that Brahman is known 
from the Upanisads, because of their being connected with 
Brahman as their main import” (I. i. 4), that the texts like the 
following have for their main purport the transcendental 
Brahman which is the Self, and not any other subject-matter: 
“It is neither gross, nor minute, neither short nor long” (Br. 
III. viii. 8), “Soundless, touchless, colourless, undiminishing” 
(Ka. I. iii. 15), “That which is known as Space is the accom- 
plisher of name and form; That in which they are included is 
Brahman” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1), “Purusa is transcendental, since He 
is formless; and He is coextensive with all that is external and 
internal, since He is birthless” (Mu. II. i. 2), “That Brahman 
is without prior or posterior, without interior and exterior. The 
Self, the perceiver of everything, is Brahman” (By. II. v. 19), 
and so on. Hence in sentences of this kind, the formless Brahman 
alone, just as It is spoken of by the texts themselves, has to be 
accepted. But the other texts, speaking of Brahman with form, 
have the injunctions about meditations as their main objectives. 
So long as they do not lead to some contradiction, their apparent 
meanings should be accepted. But when they involve a contra- 
diction, the principle to be followed for deciding one or the 
other is that, those that have the formless Brahman as their main 
purport are more authoritative than the others which have not 
that as their main purport. It is according to this that one is 
driven to the conclusion that Brahman is formless and not its 
opposite, though texts having both the purports are in evidence. 

Opponent : What would then be the fate of the texts speaking 
of forms? 

Vedantin; Hence comes the reply: 
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THAT gM 


a And (Brahman can have appearances) spreq-aq like light 
rarenig so that scriptures may not be rendered purportless. 


15, And like light, Brahman can (be assumed to) have different 
appearances, so that the scriptures may not become purportless. 


Though the light of the sun or moon spreads over the whole 
space, still when it comes in contact with adjuncts like fingers 
etc., it seems to assume the forms, straight or bent, as those 
adjuncts may have; similarly Brahman, too, seems to have the 
forms of earth etc., when in contact with those things. And it 
is nothing contradictory to enjoin meditations on Brahman 
based on those forms. Thus the sentences presenting Brahman 
as having forms do not become meaningless, for it is not proper 
to interpret some Vedic sentences as having meaning and the 
others as meaningless, since they are al] valid. 

Opponent: Even so, does not the assertion made earlier that 
Brahman cannot have a dual characteristic even in association 
with limiting adjuncts, stand contradicted? 

Vedantin : We say, no, since whatsoever is brought about by 
an adjunct is not the essential characteristic of a thing, since the 
adjuncts themselves are conjured up by ignorance. And we said 
in the respective contexts that all social and Vedic behaviours 
crop up only when the beginningless nescience is taken for 
granted. 


MS A IAAT Nel 


q And (scripture) arg declares (Brahman to be) a@q-ATTy 
that much (i.e. consciousness) only. 


16. The' Upanisad also declares Brahman to be Consciousness 
alone, 


The Upanisad also says that Brahman is pure consciousness, 
devoid of other aspects contrary to this, and without any distin- 
guishing feature, as in, “As a lump of salt is without interior or 
exterior, entire, and purely saline in taste, even so is the Self 
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without interior or exterior, entire, and pure Intelligence alone” 
(Br. IV. v. 13), which means that the Self has no internal or 
external aspect apart from pure consciousness, Its nature being 
mere impartite consciousness without any interstices. Just as a 
lump of salt has the saline taste alone both inside and outside, 
and no other taste, so also is this Self. 


aeafa ara afy casa ge 


@q Moreover aeraf (Vedic text) reveals eat likewise eqaa 
it is mentioned in the Smrti afq as well. 


17, Moreover, the Vedas reveal this; likewise this is mentioned 
in the Smrtis also. 


Moreover, the Vedas reveal through a negation of other 
aspects that Brahman has no distinguishing feature, as for 
instance in, “Now therefore the description (of Brahman): ‘Not 
this, not this’” (Br. II. iii. 6), “That (Brahman) is surely 
different from the known; and, again, It is above the unknown” 
(Ke. I. 4), “That Bliss of Brahman, failing to reach which, words 
turn back along with the mind” (Tai, IL. ix. 1), and so on. And 
it is also known from the Vedic texts that Badhva being asked 
by Baskali, replied merely by not uttering a word, as stated 
in, “He (Baskali) said, ‘Teach me Brahman, sir.’ He (Badhva) 
became silent. When the question was repeated a second and a 
third time he said, ‘I have already spoken, but you cannot 
comprehend. That Self is Quiescence’”’. Similarly in the Smrtis, 
the instruction is given through a negation of other things, as 
in, “I shall tell you of that which is to be known and by know- 
ing which one attains immortality, The supreme Brahman is 
without any beginning. It can neither be called gross (visible) 
nor fine (invisible)” (Gita, XIII. 12), and so on. Similarly the 
Smsti mentions how Narayana in His cosmic form said to 
Narada, ‘“O Narada, that you see me as possessed of all the (five 
divine) qualities of all elements, is only because of My Maya, 
called up by Myself. For else you should not understand Me 
thus.” 
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qa va aA qaafeaq esi 


aa: wt Hence q also gqar the illustration aqa-sifa-aq_ like 
the reflection of the sun etc. 


18. Hence also are the illustrations of the sun’s reflection etc. 


Since this Self is by nature Consciousness Itself, distinctionless, 
beyond speech and mind, and can be taught by way of negating 
other things, hence in the scriptures dealing with liberation an 
illustration is cited by saying that it is “like the sun reflected 
in water”. Here the aspect kept in view is the one with attri- 
butes, which is not real and which is created by limiting adjuncts, 
as it is done in such texts, “As this luminous sun, though one in 
itself, becomes multifarious owing to its entry into water divided 
by different pots, similarly this Deity, the birthless self-effulgent 
Self, though one, seems to be diversified owing to Its entry into 
the different bodies, constituting Its limiting adjuncts.” Similarly, 
“Being but one, the Universal Soul is present in all beings. 
Though one, It is seen as many, like the moon in water” 
(Amptabindu, 12) and other texts. 

Here the opponent raises his head: 


HITTITE A TTA Vel 


q But arq-aq-sagmre as nothing is perceived to be similar 
to water quteaq that kind of parallelism 4 (does) not (apply). 


19. But that kind of parallelism is inapplicable as nothing is 
perceived to be similar to water. 


The comparison with the reflection of the sun in water cannot 
be reasonably upheld here (in the case of the Self), since nothing 
like that is perceived (here). A material thing, such as water, 
is seen to be clearly separate from and remotely placed from 
the sun etc, which are themselves material entities (with forms). 
There it is proper that an image of the sun should be formed. 
But the Self is not such a material entity (having form); and 
since It is all-pervasive and non-different from all, It can have 
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no limiting adjuncts either separate or remote from It. Hence 
this illustration is inapt. 
Vedantin: The objection is being remedied: 


See RacaaeM as HTAMAGMeT oI 


afa-@la-aTaay There is a participation in increase and 
decrease @rt:-Watq on account of the entry (immanence): 
Saq-ATasaeaTq on account of the propriety of both (the 
illustration and the thing illustrated) vay in this way, (there 
can be no contradiction). 


20. Since Brabman has entered into the limiting adjuncts, It 
seems to participate in their increase and decrease. The illustra- 
tion is apt since the illustration and thing illustrated have 
propriety from this point of view. 


On the contrary, this illustratic is quite apt, inasmuch as the 
point sought to be illustrated is pertinent. For as between the 
illustration and the thing illustrated, nobody can show equality 
in every respect over and above some point of similarity in some 
way, which is sought to be presented. For if such an all-round 
similarity exists, the very relation between the illustration and 
the thing illustrated will fall through. Moreover, this illustra- 
tion of the reflection of the sun in water is not cooked up by 
anybody’s imagination, But this illustration having been already 
cited in the scripture, its applicability alone is being pointed out 
here. 

Where, again, is the intended point of similarity? 

The reply is this: “A participation in increase and decrease”, 
inasmuch as the reflection of the sun in water increases with the 
increase of water, and decreases with its reduction, it moves 
when the water moves, and it differs as the water differs. Thus 
the sun conforms to the characteristics of the water; but in 
reality the sun never has these. Thus also from the highest point 
of view, Brahman, while remaining unchanged and retaining Its 
sameness, seems to conform to such characteristics as increase 
and decrease of the limiting adjunct (body), owing to Its entry 
into such an adjunct as the body. Thus since the ilustration and 
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the thing illustrated are both compatible, there is no contradic- 
tion. 


SATA UV 


21. And (this is also) in accordance with (the Vedic) revela- 
tion. 


The Upanisads also show that the supreme Brahman Itself has 
entered into the limiting adjuncts, such as the bodies and the 
rest, as in, “He made bodies with two feet and bodies with four 
feet. That supreme Being first entered the bodies as a bird (i.e. 
the subtle body)” (Br. II. v. 18), as also, “Myself entering as 
this individual Self” (Ch. VI. iii. 2). Therefore it has been aptly 
said, “Hence also are the illustrations like the sun’s reflections 
etc.” (IIL. ii. 18). Accordingly, the conclusion is that Brahman 
is without any distinguishing feature, and has but one aspect, 
and not two or an opposite one. 

Some people (i.e. pseudo-Vedantins) fancy here two topics. 
The first topic is concerned with whether Brahman has but one 
characteristic, devoid of all the variety of phenomenal manifesta- 
tions, or It has many features just like the universe. It being 
established that Brahman is devoid of the variety of manifesta- 
tions (B. S. III. ii. 11-14), the second topic (B. S. III. u. 15-21) 
considers whether Brahman has the characteristic of existence 
or consciousness or both. 

Vedantin : With regard to this we say: Considered from every 
point of view, it is useless to start a fresh topic. If the effort 
made here is meant merely for refuting a multiplicity in the 
characteristics of Brahman, that has already been done under 
the topic starting with, “Not even according to place can 
Brahman have a twofold characteristic” (III. i. 11), so that the 
succeeding topic, starting with, “And possessed of conscious- 
ness” etc. (III. ii. 15) will be uncalled for. Furthermore, it 
cannot be held that Brahman has merely the characteristic of 
existence and not consciousness; for that would set at naught 
such texts as “impartite Consciousness to be sure” (Br. IV. v. 
13). And how can a Brahman bereft of consciousness be taught 
(by the scripture) as the Self of a sentient individual being? It 
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cannot also be said that Brahman is characterized by conscious- 
ness only, but not by existence; for that would nullify the 
Upanisadic texts like, “The Self is to be realized as existing” 
(Ka. II. iii. 13). How, again, can a consciousness that has no 
existence be conceived of? It cannot also be argued that the 
second topic proves that Brahman has a dual characteristic, since 
that would contradict what was accepted (by you) earlier. And 
if Brahman be asserted either to be characterized by conscious- 
ness devoid of existence or by existence devoid of consciousness, 
it will lead to Brahman’s becoming dowered with a variety of 
manifestations, a position already refuted under the previous 
topic. 

Opponent: That is nothing harmful inasmuch as the Vedic 
texts declare this. 

Vedantin: No, since the same entity cannot have many 
natures. 

Again, even if it be contended that existence itself is the same 
aS consciousness, as also that consciousness itself is existence, so 
that the one does not rule out the other, still the alternative 
positions taken up, viz whether Brahman is characterized by 
existence, or by consciousness, or by both, have no ground to 
stand on. 

As for ourselves we have grouped the aphorisms under the 
very same topic. 

Moreover, it was seen that if on finding that the Vedic texts, 
while speaking of Brahman, present It as both with and without 
form, and thus land themselves into self-contradiction, one 
understands them as revealing only the formless Brahman, then 
one has to provide perforce a scope for the rest of the texts. 
The aphorisms starting with, “And like light taking the forms 
of objects” (III. ii. 15), become more purposeful as finding out 
that scope. 

As for the view that even the Vedic texts speaking of 
Brahman’s forms are meant merely for leading to the formless 
Brahman through a sublation of the manifested universe, but 
that they have no independent purpose, it may be said that that, 
too, does not appear to be proper. 

Why? 
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Some of the manifestations that are spoken of in a context of 
the supreme knowledge, as in, “For to Him are yoked ten 
organs, nay hundreds of them. He is the organs; He is ten, and 
thousands—many, and infinite” (Br. II. v. 19), etc. may be 
admitted to be meant for sublation, since the conclusion is made 
with, “That Brahman is without prior or posterior, without 
interior or exterior” (ibid.). But the manifestations revealed in 
a context of meditation, as in “Identified with the mind, having 
Préna as his body, and effulgence itself by nature” (Ch. III. xiv. 
2), and so on, cannot reasonably be held to be meant for subla- 
tion; for they are connected with some injunction for meditation 
forming the subject-matter of the context, as for instance, “He 
should make a resolve” (ibid.). And when the text itself presents 
these attributes. as meant for meditation, it is not proper to 
interpret them figuratively as meant for sublation. Furthermore, . 
if all manifestations are equally meant for sublation, the state- 
ment (in the aphorism), “Brahman is only formless to be sure, 
because that is the dominant note of the Upanisads” (III. ii. 14), 
where the reason for accepting one of the alternatives is 
presented, will have no ground for its presentation. Besides, the 
results of these meditations are surely known from the instruc- 
tions as being sometimes attenuation of sins, sometimes getting 
divine powers, and sometimes emancipation by stages. Hence it 
is proper that the texts about meditations and about Brahman 
should have different purposes in view, and it is not proper to 
reduce them to the very same idea. Moreover, (if they convey 
a single idea) it has to be shown how that sameness of. idea can 
be arrived at. 

Opponent: Since they appear to be connected with a single 
injunction,® they have to be combined like the injunctions about 
the (main) DarSa-pirnamidsa and (subsidiary) Praydja sacrifices. 

Vedantin: No, for there is no injunction in texts about 
Brahman. It was elaborately proved under the aphorism, “But 
that Brahman is known from the Upanisads, because of their 
becoming connected with That as their main import” (I. i. 4), 
how the texts about Brahman have only the knowledge of the 


“About the sublation of the universe by one who wants illumination. 
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(pre-existing) thing itself as their purport, but they are not 
meant for enjoining any action. Again, it has to be shown what 
(kind of activity) the injunction here should be concerned 
with; for a man, when he is being employed in some duty, is 
directed with the order, “Do”, with regard to the duty he has 
to perform. 

Opponent: The sublation of all the variety of manifestations 
within duality will be the object of the injunction. Since the 
realization of the reality that is Brahman is not achieved so long 
as the dual world of manifestations is not sublated, therefore, 
the world of manifestations, that is opposed to the realization of 
the reality that Brahman is, stands there as a thing to be sublated. 
As a sacrifice is enjoined as a duty for one who hankers after 
heaven, so the sublation of the world of manifestations is 
enjoined for one who wants liberation. And as darkness, stand- 
ing as an obstruction to the perception of a vessel etc. covered 
with darkness, is removed by one who wants to know the vessel 
etc., so the world of manifestations standing opposed to the 
realization of Brahman has to be sublated by one who wants to 
realize Brahman; for this phenomenal universe of manifestations 
has Brahman as its essence and not that Brahman has the phenom- 
enal manifestations as Its essence. Hence the reality that 
Brahman is has to be realized through a sublation of name and 
form. 

Vedantin : Here our question is: What is meant by this subla- 
tion of the universe of manifestations? Is the world to be 
annihilated like the destruction of the solidity of ghee by contact 
with fire; or is it that the world of name and form, created in 
Brahman by nescience like many moons created in the moon by 
the eye-disease called timira, has to be destroyed through 
knowledge? Now if it be said that this existing universe of 
manifestations, consisting of the body etc. on the corporeal 
plane and externally of the earth etc., is to be annihilated, that 
is a task impossible for any man, and hence the instruction about 
its extirpation is meaningless. Moreover, (even supposing that 
such a thing is possible, then) the universe, including the earth 
etc., having been annihilated by the first man who got liberation, 
the present universe should have been devoid of the earth etc. 
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Again, if it be said that this universe of manifestations super- 
imposed on the one Brahman alone through ignorance has to 
be sublated by enlightenment, then it is Brahman Itself that has 
to be presented through a denial of the manifestation super- 
imposed by ignorance by saying, “Brahman is one without a 
second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1), “That is Truth, That is the Self, That 
thou art (O Svetaketu)” (Ch. VI. viii. 7-16). When Brahman is 
taught thus, knowledge dawns automatically, and by that 
knowledge ignorance is removed. As a result of that, this whole 
manifestation of name and form, superimposed by ignorance, 
vanishes away like things seen in a dream. But unless Brahman 
is (first) taught (by scripture etc.), neither does the knowledge 
of Brahman dawn nor is the universe sublated even though the 
instruction, “Know Brahman, sublate the world”, be imparted 
a hundred times. 

Opponent: After Brahman has been taught, the injunction 
may relate either to the act of knowing Brahman or to the act 
of sublating the universe. 

Vedantin : No, since both these objects will be fulfilled from 
the very instruction that Brahman that is free from the universe 
of manifestations is one’s Self. For from the very revelation of 
the nature of the rope, mistaken as a snake, follows the know- 
ledge of its real nature, as also the removal of the manifestation 
of snake etc. on it brought about by superimposition through 
ignorance. It cannot be that a thing already achieved has to be 
done over again, Moreover, the individual being, that is khown 
during the state of phenomenal manifestation as the person 
to be directed by the scriptures, must either belong to the 
world of manifestations or to Brahman. On the first supposi- 
tion, when Brahman Is taught as devoid of phenomenal manifesta- 
tions, the individual also becomes negated along with the earth 
etc.; and so with regard to whom would you talk of an injunc- 
tion for the sublation of the universe; and of whom would you 
assert that he is to achieve liberation following the injunction? 
On the second supposition, when Brahman is taught by saying 
that the real nature of the individual being is Brahman Itself 
which is by nature beyond all injunctions and that (the soul’s) 
individuality is a creation of ignorance, then from that will 
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follow a cessation of all injunctions, since there will be none 
towards whom injunction can be directed. As for expressions 
like “(The Self) is to be seen” (By. II. iv. 5), which are met 
with in the context of the supreme knowledge, they are meant 
mainly for attracting one’s mind towards Reality, but do not 
aim mainly at enjoining any injunction about the knowledge of 
Reality. In ordinary parlance also, when such directive sentences 
as, “Look at this”, “Lend ear to that’, etc. are uttered, all that is 
meant is, “Be attentive to these’, but not, “Acquire this know- 
ledge directly”. And a man, who is in the presence of an object 
to be known, may sometimes know it, and sometimes not. Hence 
a man who wants to impart the knowledge of the thing has to 
draw his attention to the object of knowledge itself. When that 
is done, the knowledge arises naturally in conformity with the 
object and the means of knowledge. It is not a fact that any 
knowledge (of a given thing), contrary to what is well known 
through other means of valid knowledge, can arise in a man 
even when acting under some direction. And should the man, 
under the belief, “I am directed to know this in such a way”, 
know it otherwise, this cannot be true knowledge. 

What is it then? 

It is a mental act (ie. deliberate fancy). But (apart from 
injunction), if it should arise otherwise by itself, it will merely 
be an error. Knowledge arises, however, from its valid means 
(like perception etc.), and it conforms to its object, just as it 
is. It can neither be produced by a hundred injunctions, nor 
debarred by a hundred prohibitions. For it is not a matter of 
personal option, it being dependent on the object itself. For 
this reason also there is no scope for injunction (about 
Brahman). Moreover, if it be asserted that the whole scope of 
the scripture consists in nothing more than its adherence to 
injunction alone, then the position taken up earlier that the 
individual soul is one with Brahman which is beyond all 
injunction, becomes invalidated. Again, if it be held that the 
scripture itself speaks of the soul’s unity with the Brahman that 
is beyond injunction, and it also enjoins a man to know that 
unity, then the very same scripture about Brahman will be open 
to the charge of duplicity or self-contradiction. Again, on the 
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assumption that the scriptures are concerned with injunction 
alone, no one can avoid such defects as the rejection of what is 
heard in the scriptures and imagination of what is not heard, 
and the defect of liberation becoming a result of the unseen 
potency of work and hence impermanent like the results of 
rites and sacrifices. Hence the texts about Brahman have enlight- 
enment alone as their goal, and they are not concerned with 
injunction. Accordingly, it is wrong to argue that they impart a 
single idea (about Brahman), since they come within the scope 
of a single injunction. Even if the existence of injunction be 
presumed in the case of the texts speaking of Brahman, still it 
remains unproved that the very same injunction is present in the 
instructions about the conditioned Brahman and unconditioned 
Brahman. For when through such proofs as the use of different 
words, a difference of injunctions becomes palpable, it is not 
possible to resort to the plea that the same injunction exists 
everywhere, As for the texts about the Prayaja and DarSa- 
purnamasa, it is proper to accept their unity, since the portion 
dealing with the competence (of their performer) is the same. 
But here as regards the injunctions about the qualified and 
unqualified Brahman, no such section of the text is available 
that declares the sameness of the qualification of the man seeking 
for them. For such attributes as “effulgence itself by nature” 
are not conducive to the sublation of the universe of manifesta- 
tion, nor is the sublation of the universe helpful to such qualities 
as “effulgence itself by nature”; for they are mutually contra- 
dictory. It is not logical to accommodate in one and the same 
substratum such attributes as the sublation of all, and the 
persistence of a part of the phenomenal manifestations. There- 
fore the division made by us of the (separate) instructions about 
Brahman with form and without form is more reasonable. 


Topic 6: UNCONDITIONED BRAHMAN AND SOUL 
rpaaraea fg sfatafer at wetfa at aa: ween 
The Upanisad sfatefa denies wTHI-TaTaer the limitation 


that is under discussion fg certainly; 4 and watft speaks qa: 
something more aq: after that (negation). 
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22. The Upanisad certainly denies the limitation that is being 
dealt with and then speaks of something more. 


The Upanisad starts with the text, “Brahman has but two 
forms—gross and subtle, mortal and immortal, limited and 
unlimited, and defined and undefined” (Br. II. iii, 1). Then 
having divided the five great (subtle) elements under two 
heads,* and having revealed such aspects as the possession of the 
colour of the turmeric by that essence of the subtle form, called 
the infinite Being (Purusa),° the text again goes on, “Now 
therefore the description (of Brahman): Not so, not so. 
Because there is no other and more appropriate description than 
this ‘Not so’”’ (Br. Il. ii. 6). Now we ask, against what is this 
negation directed? For nothing is perceived here as having been 
pointed out by saying, “This is that”, which can constitute the 
object of negation. But the use of the word “so” seems to 
indicate that something has been presented here as the object of 
negation. For in the text, “Not so, not so”, the word “so’’ is 
used after the word “not”; and “so”, usually used in connection 
with something proximate, is seen to be applied in the same 
way as “this”, as for instance in such expressions as, “So has 
the teacher said”. And the things we get near at hand here 
from the force of the context are the two forms of Brahman 
together with their ramifications, And Brahman is that which 
has the two forms. 

Doubt : That being the position, the doubt arises in us: Does 
this negation deny the forms as well as the possessor of forms, 
or only one of them? Again, if either of the two is denied, then 
whether Brahman is denied keeping intact the forms, or are the 
forms denied, retaining Brahman? 

Opponent: That being so, and both being the subject-matters 
under discussion, we apprehend that both are negated. Besides, 
we have here two negations, the phrase “not so” being used 
twice, from which fact the idea arises that by one of them the 
form of Brahman consisting of the phenomenal manifestations 


*(1) Gross—earth, water, fire; (2) fine—air, space. 
* Hiranyagarbha, the Being in the sun and the right eye, and identifying 
Himself with the organs, i.e. the subtle body, known otherwise as Prana. 
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is denied, and by the other is denied Brahman, the possessor of 
the form. Or it may be that Brahman Itself, of which the two 
forms are the two aspects, is denied; for being beyond speech 
and mind, the existence of that Brahman cannot be conceived 
of, and hence It is a fit object of denial; but the phenomenal 
expyessions are not fit to be denied as they come within the range 
of perception etc. The repetition (of “not so”) is meant to show 
earnestness (or generation of conviction). 

Vedantin : In reply to this we say that so far as these alterna- 
tives go, the denial of both cannot be reasonable, for that would 
lead to nihilism. Something unreal is denied on the basis of 
something real, as for instance a snake etc. on a rope etc, And 
that is possible only if some positive entity is left over (after 
the denial). For should everything be denied, what other 
positive substratum will be left over? And unless something else 
outlives the denial, the thing sought to be denied, cannot be 
negated; and hence the latter thus becomes a reality, so that 
the contemplated denial itself becomes impossible. Besides, the 
denial of Brahman is not reasonable, for that would contradict 
the introduction made with, “I will tell you of Brahman” (Br. 
III. i. 1), as also the condemnation contained in such texts as, “If 
anyone knows Brahman as non-existent, he himself becomes 
non-existent” (Tai. II. vi. 1), and the affirmation made in, “The 
Self is to be realized as existing” (Ka. II. iii. 13). That would 
also lead to overriding all the Upanisads. As for the statement 
that Brahman is beyond speech and mind, that is not meant to 
imply that Brahman is non-existent. For it is not logical to deny 
that very Brahman after establishing It with a great show of 
girding up one’s loins, in such sentences of the Upanisads as, 
“The knower of Brahman attains the highest”, “Brahman is 
Truth, Knowledge, Infinity” (Tai. II. i. 1); for as the popular 
saying has it, “Rather than wash away the mud, it is much 
better to avoid its touch from a distance”. As a matter of fact, 
the text “Failing to reach which, words turn back with the 
mind” (Tai. II. ix. 1), presents only a process of propounding 
Brahman. The idea expressed is this: Brahman is beyond speech 
and mind; It cannot be classed with objects of knowledge; It is 
one’s inmost Self; and It is by nature eternal, pure, intelligent, 

40 
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and free. Hence it is to be understood that the phenomena] 
expression alone of Brahman is denied, and Brahman Itself is left 
over. That very fact is stated in the aphorism, “The Upanisad 
certainly denies the limitation that is being dealt with” etc. 
The word “so” (iti) denies only that which is the topic under 
consideration, viz the forms of Brahman characterized as gross 
and subtle, which are definable as “this much”, that is to say, 
which are limited. For these are the things under discussion and 
have been elaborated in the earlier texts under the headings 
divine and corporeal. And there is the other form growing out 
of this one. It consists of desires; it is constituted by the essence 
of the subtle aspect; it is referred to by the word Purusa; it 
subsists in the form of the subtle body; and it is shown with 
the help of the illustration of turmeric etc. For the subtle body, 
formed of the quintessence of the fine elements, cannot have a 
visible form. Thus it is understood that by the word “so” (iti), 
indicative of something near at hand, these very aspects of 
Brahman, consisting of phenomenal expression, are placed in 
apposition with “not”, the word of denial. As for “Brahman”, 
It is presented in the earlier text, with the sixth (genitive) case- 
ending, as a word qualifying “form” (in Brabmanab ritpam— 
Brahman’s form), but It is not presented in Its own right (as 
the subject of the sentence), And when after the two forms of 
Brahman have been elaborated, the curiosity arises to know the 
nature of the possessor of the forms, then commences the text 
with “Not so, not so” (Br. II. iii. 6). From this it is ascertained 
that the underlying assumption in this text is that the denial of 
the forms is tantamount to a presentation of the true nature of 
Brahman; for all creation, based on that Brahman, is denied to 
be true by saying “Not so, not so”. And it is but proper that 
all creation should be denied by saying “Not so, not so”, since 
from such Upanisadic phrases as “originating only in name” 
(Ch. VI. i. 4) creation is known to be unreal; but not so can 
Brahman be denied, since It is the basis of all phenomena. And 
the misconception has no scope here as to why the scripture 
itself should first show the two aspects of Brahman, only to 
deny them the next moment contrary to the popular adage, 
“Rather than wash away the mud, it is much better to avoid its 
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very contact from a distance”, For this scripture does not 
present the two aspects of Brahman as subjects fit for being 
expounded, but it simply refers to these aspects that are super- 
imposed on Brahman and are popularly well recognized; and 
this is done for the sake of denying them and establishing the 
real, pure nature of Brahman. Thus it is all beyond cavil. These 
two negatives deny respectively the two aspects, gross and 
subtle, according to their numeral order. Or it may be that the 
first negative denies the totality of elements, and the second 
negative, the totality of impressions. Or the “Not so, not so” 
is used in a repetitive sense, implying thereby that whatever is 
guessed on Brahman as “this much” has no reality. For should 
the negation apply only to the limited things already enumerated, 
the question may arise, “If this is not Brahman, what else is?” 
But when the “repetition” is used, all objects of knowledge 
become denied, and it follows that one’s inmost Self, that is not 
an object of knowledge, is Brahman; thus the curiosity to know 
further ceases. Hence the conclusion is that the phenomenal 
expressions, imagined on Brahman, are denied, and Brahman 
stands out as outside the negation. 

This conclusion is arrived at from the further consideration 
that after that denial it is stated again, ““There is something other 
than this which is beyond” (Br. II. 11. 6). Were the negation 
to end in mere non-existence, what else could have been referred 
to by the text as being different and beyond? On this interpreta- 
tion, the words (of the aphorism) are to be construed thus: 
“Having taught Brahman with the words ‘Not so, not so’ (ibid.), 
the Upanisad explains that instruction over again.” 

What is the meaning of “Not so, not so”? 

The meaning is this: Since there is surely nothing besides this 
Brahman, therefore Brahman is called “Not so, not so”. It does 
not mean that Brahman Itself does not exist. And that very fact 
is shown by asserting that a Brahman does exist which is beyond 
all else and which js not denied. 

The words of the Upanisad may, however, be construed thus: 
“Because there is no other (and more appropriate) description 
than this, therefore it is called ‘Not so, not so’” (ibid.), the 
meaning being, “Because apart from teaching by way of negating 
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the phenomenal world of manifestations, there is no better de- 
scription of Brahman”. Then in that case the words of the 
aphorism, “(The text) speaks of something more than that” 
should be taken to mean “Its name”; for the text speaks about 
the name thus, “Now is Its name, “The Truth of truth’. The 
vital force is truth, and It is the Truth of that” (ibid.). That 
becomes proper if the negation leads to (i.e. stops short of) 
Brahman. For if the negation culminates in non-existence, what 
could have been mentioned as the “Truth of truth’? Hence 
our definite conclusion is that this denial leads to Brahman and 
does not end in non-existence. 


qeeaceae FE uRait 


aq That (Brahman) is qeqHy unmanifest, fg for arg (the 
Upanisad) says (so). 


23. That Brabman is unmanifest, for the Upanisad says so. 


Opponent: If Brahman, different from and superior to the 
manifold world of manifestation that has been denied, does 
exist, why is It not perceived? 

Vedantin: The answer is: Because It is not manifest, because 
It is supersensuous,-It being the witness of all. For the Upanisads 
declare It thus in the texts: “It is not comprehended through the 
eye, nor through speech, nor through the other senses; nor is 
It attained through austerity or karma” (Mu. III. i. 3); “This 
Self is that which has been described as ‘Not so, not so’. It is 
imperceptible, for It is never perceived” (Bry. III. ix. 26); “That 
which cannot be perceived and grasped” (Mu. I. i. 6); “When- 
ever an aspirant gets fearlessly established in this changeless, 
bodiless, inexpressible, and supportless Brahman” (Tai. II. vii. 1), 
and so on. The Smyrti also says, “He is said to be undetermined, 
unthinkable, immutable” (Gita, II. 25), and so on. 


afq AUN TAMARA URI 
afy Moreover, (Brahman is realized) aed in samadhi 


(perfect meditation or absorption) TIA-ATATAFATY «= as is 
known from direct revelation and inference. 
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24. Moreover, Brahman is realized in samadhi, as is known 
from direct revelation and inference. 


Moreover, the Yogins realize, during savradhana, this Self 
(i.e. Brahman) which is free from the entire universe of phenom- 
enal manifestation and is supersensuous. Savradhana means the 
act of devotion, contemplation, deep meditation, and such other 
practices (e.g. japa etc.). 

Opponent : How, again, is it known that they experience this 
during such adoration? 

Vedantin: “From direct revelation and inference”, that is to 
say, from Vedic texts and Smrtis. To quote from the Vedic 
texts: “The self-existent Lord destroyed (i.e. incapacitated) the 
outgoing senses. Therefore one sees the outer things and not the 
inner Self. A rare discriminating man, desiring for immortality, 
turns his eyes away and then sees the indwelling Self” (Ka. II. 
i. 1), “Since one becomes purified in mind through the favour- 
ableness of the intellect, therefore can one see that indivisible 
Self through meditation” (Mu. III. i, 8), and so on. There are 
also Smrti texts, “Salutation to that Effulgence, the Self, that is 
realizable through Yoga, and is seen by those who practise 
meditation, who are free from sleep (lethargy), who have 
controlled their senses. The Yogins realize that Lord who is 
eternal”, and similar texts. 

Opponent: On the assumption of a relationship between the 
entity meditated on and the meditator, the supreme Self and 
the individual Self become separated. 

Vedantin: The reply is, No. 


THM TM TANS THT PTAA NWI 


eq And sare: the effulgent One (i.e. Self) (appears to be 
different) fot during activity (like meditation) sa@ra-arfe-aq 
as is the case with light etc.; q yet (naturally there is) @-q@vaq 
non-difference, avqratg as is evident from repetition. 


25. And the effulgent Self appears to be different during 
activity, as is the case with light etc.; yet (intrinsically) there 
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is non-difference as is evident from repetition (of “That thou 
art’). 


As light, space, the sun, etc. appear to be diversified in relation 
to the activity taking place in such limiting adjuncts as a finger, 
a pail, water, etc., and yet they do not give up their natural 
unity, so also this difference in the Self is a creation of limiting 
adjuncts; but in Its own essence It is the one Self alone. And 
thus it is that the non-difference of the individual soul and the 
supreme Self is established repeatedly (in such texts as “That 
thou art”—Ch. VI. viii-xvi). | 


aTeasaeaa aa fe fer Rell 


aq: Hence (unity) aaety with Infinity; fg because gar such 
(is) fey the indicatory mark. 


26. Hence (the individual gets) unity with the Infinite; for 
such is the indicatory mark (in the Upanisad). 


“Hence”, too, for this further reason that non-difference is 
natural whereas difference is a creation of ignorance, the indi- 
vidual destroys ignorance through knowledge and attains unity 
with the supreme, eternal, conscious Self. “For such is the 
indicatory mark’’—contained in such texts as, “Anyone who 
knows that supreme Brahman becomes Brahman indeed” (Mu. 
IIT. 1. 9), “Being but Brahman, he is absorbed in Brahman” (Br. 
IV. iv. 6), and so on. 


TATSAVAA eal SMSHAT Ul 


q But gaq-orearq since both (difference and non-difference) 
are mentioned, (the relationship is) afg-gvew-qq as between a 
snake and its coil. 


27. But since both difference and non-difference are men- 
tioned, the relationship (between the supreme Self and the 
individual is) as that between the snake and its coil. 
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With regard to that very relationship between the entity 
meditated on and the meditator, another view is adduced with 
the idea of clearing our own. in some places 4 difference 
between the individual soul and the supreme Self is mentioned, 
as in, “Therefore can one see that indivisible Self through medi- 
tation” (Mu. III. i. 8), where the difference exists like that 
between the subject and object of meditation or between the 
seer and the seen; in “reaches the self-effulgent Purusa that is 
higher than the higher Maya” (Mu. III. ii. 8), where the differ- 
ence is as between the attainer and the goal to be attained; in 
“who controls all beings from within” (Br. III. vii. 15), where 
exists the difference as between the ruler and the ruled. 
Elsewhere, again, the non-difference of those very ones is men- 
tioned, as in, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viti-xvi), “I am Brahman” 
(Br. I. iv. 10), “This is your Self that is within all” (Br. III. 
iv. 1), “This is the Internal Ruler, your own immortal Self” 
(Br. III. vii. 3-22). Now in the face of this dual mention, if 
non-difference alone be accepted to the exclusion of difference, 
the mention of difference will be left without any substance. So 
from the mention of both difference and non-difference, the 
reality here must be like the snake and its coil. As in the illus- 
tration, the snake in itself is non-different, but it differs in its 
having a coil, or a hood, or an extended posture; so also is 
the case here (with Brahman). 


THAUNATS ARCA USI 


at Or svarer-arra-aq like light and its source Fyeqra (both) 
being effulgence. 


28. Or they are like light and its source, both being but 
effulgence. 


Or this is to be understood on the analogy of light and its 
substratum. Just as the sunlight and its substratum, the sun, are 
luminous, and not entirely different, both being equally efful- 
gent, and yet they are thought of as different, similar is the case 
here. 
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qaaat Well 


29. Or (the relationship between the individual and the 
supreme Self is) as already shown. 


Or it may be just as it was presented earlier by saying, “And 
the effulgent Self appears to be different during activity, as is 
the case with light etc.” (III. i. 25); for on that view alone 
bondage is a creation of ignorance, so that the achievement of 
liberation through knowledge becomes justifiable. If on the 
other hand, it is understood that the individual soul is under 
bondage in a real sense, and that it is a certain state of the 
supreme Self on the analogy of the snake and its coil, or a part 
of that Self on the analogy of the light and its source, then 
since a bondage that is real cannot be removed, the scripture 
speaking of liberation will become useless. And it is not a fact 
that the Upanisads declare both difference and non-difference as 
equally valid in the present case; on the contrary the Upanisads 
declare non-difference alone as the view to be established, while 
with the idea of speaking of something else (i.e. non-difference), 
they merely refer to difference as a thing already conventionally 
recognized. Hence the real conclusion is this: There is no 
difference “as is the case with light etc.” 


sfatens 113011 
30. And on account of the denial. 


And this conclusion is confirmed by the fact that the scrip- 
ture denies the existence of any other conscious entity apart 
from the supreme Self, in texts like, “There is no other witness 
but Him” (Br. III. vii. 23), and so on, as also in, “Now there- 
fore the description of Brahman, ‘Not so, not so’,” (Br. II. iii. 
6), “That Brahman is without prior or posterior, without interior 
or exterior” (Br. II. v. 19). Since this variety of phenomenal 
manifestation is denied to exist separately from Brahman, and 
since Brahman alone is left over as the only ultimate reality, 
therefore we understand that this alone is the established 
conclusion. 
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Topic 7: BRAHMAN ONE WITHOUT A SECOND 


From the fact that the Upanisads are at variance a doubt 
arises as to whether any reality cxists or does not exist which 
is higher than this Brahman that is ascertained to be devoid 
of the entire variety of phenomenal manifestations. Certain 
sentences, when taken in an apparent sense, seem to prove some 
other entity higher even than Brahman. This is an attempt at 
refuting those texts. 


Ga: ATHAMAPATATSTFSAEA: 113 Vl 


qzqy Superior aq; to this (Brahman) F-SATA-AETET-Ae- 
saqeapag: because of the mention of embankment, measure (1.e. 
limitation), connection, and difference. 


31. There is some entity superior to this Brahman, because 
of the mention of embankment, measure, connection, and 
difference. 


Opponent: There should be an entity higher than this 
Brahman. 

Why? 

Because of the reference (in the Upanisad) to embankment, 
magnitude, connection, and difference. Of these the mention of 
the term embankment occurs in, “Now then, that which 1s 
the Self is an embankment, a sustainer (or impounder)” (Ch. 
VIII. iv. 1), where Brahman, referred to by the word Self, 
is declared to be an embankment, And the word embankment is 
in vogue in the world in the sense of a barrage of earth and tim- 
ber to check the flow of a current of water. Here also the word 
embankment, having been used for the Self, leads us to under- 
stand that, as in the case of the ordinary embankment, something 
other than it exists, so also something other than the Self, called 
the embankment, does exist. This is confirmed by the use of 
the term “crossing over” in, “having crossed over the embank- 
ment” (Ch. VIII. iv. 2), from which it is gathered that just as 
in life somebody crosses (a stream) over the embankment to 
reach solid ground, which is other than the embankment, so 
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also one crosses over this embankment, that is the Self, to reach 
something that is not the embankment of the Self. 

There occurs also the mention of measurement (i.e. limited 
size) as in, “This Brahman, that is such, has four feet” (Ch. 
III. xviii. 2), “Brahman has eight hoofs, sixteen parts’® (Ch. IV. 
v). It is also seen in common life that whatever can be 
measured (or counted) to be so much, as’ for instance (the 
coins called) karsaipanas, presupposes the existence of something 
other than itself; so also as Brahman has been measured, there 
must be something other than Itself. 

Thus also there is the mention of connection: “O amiable 
one, the individual soul then becomes unified with Existence” 
(Ch. VI. viii. 1), “the embodied soul” (Tai. II. iii. 1), “fully 
embraced by the supreme Self” (Br. IV. iii. 21). And limited 
things are seen to come into contact with a limited thing, as for 
instance human beings with a city. The Upanisad mentions the 
connection of the individuals with Brahman in sleep. Therefore 
it is understood that there is something unlimited which is 
superior to Brahman, 

The mention of difference also leads to the same idea. Thus 
in the text, “Now then the golden (effulgent) infinite Being 
that is seen in the sun” (Ch. I. vi. 6), the Lord residing in the 
sun is mentioned; and then the Lord residing in the eye is 
mentioned separately in, “And the infinite Being that is seen in 
the eye” (Ch. I. vii. 5). Then the forms etc. of the Being in 
the sun are ascribed to the Being in the eye as well: “Of this 
latter one the form is the same as of the former; He has the 
same knuckles as the former, and the same name as His” (ibid.). 
The text also refers to the limited Godhood of both of them: 
of the former it is spoken in, “And He rules over the worlds 
that are above the sun, and the things dear to the gods” (Ch. I. 
vi. 8); of the latter it is shown in, “And He rules over the 
worlds that are below (the earth) and the things dear to men” 


° The first part consists of the four directions; the second of earth, sky, 
heaven, and sea; the third of firc, sun, moon, and lightning; the fourth 
of eye, ear, specch, and mind. Each foot has two hoofs; thus there are 
eight hoofs, and each foot has four parts, thus making up sixteen parts. 
The feet are called bright, unlimited, luminous, and spacious respectively. 
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(Ch. I. vii. 6). This is like saying, “This is the domain of the 
king of Magadha, and this of the king of Videha”. 

Vedantin: The conclusion having been drawn from these 
references to embankment etc. that there is some entity superior 
to Brahman, it is being explained. 


AAA WRN 


32. But (the Self is referred to as an embankment) on account 
of similarity. 


The use of the word “but” rules out the conclusion shown. 
Nothing whatsoever can exist separately from Brahman, for 
that lacks proof. As a matter of fact, we do not find any proof 
of the existence of anything else. For it has been ascertained 
that anything that has an origin derives its birth etc. from 
Brahman. An effect is non-different from a cause;. and nothing 
apart from Brahman can exist that is birthless, because it 1s 
definitely stated thus: “O amiable one, before creation all this 
was but Brahman, one without a second” (Ch. VI. ii. 1). And 
because the assertion is made by the Upanisads that all can be 
known when the One is known, nothing can be conceived of 
as existing apart from Brahman. 

Opponent : Was it not pointed out by us that the references 
to embankment etc. indicate the existence of some entity 
different from Brahman? 

Vedantin: In answer it is said, no. As for the reference to 
the embankment, it cannot prove the existence of anything 
outside Brahman; for the text simply says that the Self is an 
embankment, but it does not also aver that there is something 
beyond It. Now the ground for your assumption of something 
superior is that the idea of embankment cannot arise unless 
there is something different from it. But this is not logical. 
This queer assumption of something unknown is sheer dogma- 
tism. Moreover, if on finding the Self being referred to as an 
embankment, one can assume something outside this embank- 
ment on the analogy of the commonly known embankment, 
then one may as well assume earth and timber as the constituents 
of this embankment (which is the Self). But this is not proper, 
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since that would contradict the texts about birthlessness etc. 
So the proper position that emerges is that the word embank- 
ment is used with regard to the Self on account of Its similarity 
with the embankment, the point of similarity of the Self with 
the embankment being that the Self holds together the world 
(as its Inner Ruler) and maintains its boundaries (of norms, 
duties, etc.). In this way the Self under discussion is praised 
by saying that it is like an embankment. As for the expression, 
“having crossed over the embankment” (Ch. VIII. iv. 2), the 
literal sense of going beyond being impossible here, the mean- 
ing that stands out is that of “attaining”, as for instance the 
expression, “He has crossed over grammar” means “He has 
mastered it”, but not gone beyond. 


qeqa: Weaq U3zh 


qfa-aa: For the sake of intellectual grasp q7¢-aq like the 
feet. 


33. For the sake of intellectual grasp (Brabman’s magnitude 
is spoken of) just like the feet (of the mind or of space), (or 
the quarters of the karsapana). 


As for the argument that something superior exists on account 
of the mention of magnitude, our answer is this: Even the 
reference to measure is not meant for conveying the idea of 
some entity other than Brahman. 

What is it meant for then? 

It is meant for intellectual grasp, that is to say, for the sake 
of meditation. How can a man ever have any steady idea that 
Brahman is possessed of four feet, eight hoofs, and sixteen parts? 
Hence it is (for the sake of meditation) that some magnitudes 
are merely fancied about Brahman with the help of changeful 
things. Not that all men can fix their minds steadily on Brahman, 
changeless and infinite as It is, for men’s intellects may be sharp, 
mediocre, or dull. It is like the imagination of the four feet, as 
it is in the case of mind and space, which are mentioned as the 
two symbols of Brahman on the corporeal and divine planes. As 
speech (nose, eye, ear), etc. are fancied as the four feet in the 
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case of mind, and fire, (air, sun, and direction), etc. as the 
four feet in the case of space, so also is the case here. Or 
padavat means like quarters. As in the case of (the coin called) 
karsapana, it is fancied to be divided into four quarters in order 
to facilitate transaction through it, inasmuch as all cannot use a 
whole karsapana in all kinds of dealing everywhere, the volumes 
of sale and purchase being variable, similarly in the infinite 
Brahman (magnitude is imagined for the sake of meditation). 


TAM TSATTCAH RMA UY 


wart -faarard On account of particular environments (1.e. 
limiting adjuncts) THrRI-afe-qq as in the case of light etc. 


34. (Connection and difference are mentioned about Brahman) 
from the point of view of limiting adjuncts, as in the case of 
light etc. 


The two objections about the mention of connection and 
difference are met in this aphorism. The statement, too, that 
was made that from the references to connection and difference 
it follows that something superior to Brahman exists, is wrong, 
for these references can be possible for the very same thing 
from the points of view of particular situations. As for the text 
referring to connection, it means this: Particularized knowledge 
arises from the contact of the Self with particular environments 
consisting of such limiting adjuncts as the intellect. When that 
particularized knowledge ceases on the cessation of the limiting 
adjuncts, that cessation is metaphorically spoken of as the (indi- 
vidual soul’s) contact with the Self; this is spoken from the point 
of view of the limiting adjunct, but not from any idea of limita- 
tion. So also the reference to difference is made from the point 
of view of the diversity of the limiting adjuncts of Brahman, 
but not from Its own point of view. “As in the case of light 
etc.” is said by way of furnishing an illustration. Just as a single 
light, be it of the sun or the moon, undergoes diversity owing 
to contact with conditioning factors, but it is said to become 
united with its source when the conditioning factors are 
removed, and the same light is said to be different owing to the 
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difference in the conditioning factors, so also is the case here. 
Or it is like the mention of connection and difference from the 
point of view of mere limiting adjuncts in such cases as the 
spaces within the eye of a needle, a loop etc. 


STTTAT NALA 
35. And because (such a position alone is) logically justifiable. 


And this kind of connection alone, and not of any other kind, 
is logically sustainable; for it is self-identity that is spoken of as 
this relation in, “He attains his own Self” (Ch. VI. viii. 1). And 
this is so, since one’s own nature is inalienable. The relation here 
cannot be like that between a man and a town. But precisely 
because the true nature has a covering of limiting adjuncts, the 
text, “He attains his own Self”, can be logically sustained. So 
also the difference cannot be of any other kind, for that would 
contradict the oneness of God well recognized in numerous 
Upanisadic passages. It is thus also that the Upanisad explains 
how there can be a mention of difference in the case of the 
very same space owing to differences of environment, in such 
texts as, “The space that is outside a man” (Ch. III. xii. 7), “The 
space that is within a man” (Ch. III. xi. 8), and “The space 
that is within the heart” (Ch. III. xu. 9). 


aTMUAAgaTT Zell 


vat Similarly aeq-yfatarq from the denial of all else. 


36. Similarly from the denial of everything else (it follows 
that there is nothing but Brahman). 


Having thus set at naught all the reasons, like the use of terms 
like embankment, that were advanced by the opponent, the 
aphorist now concludes by supporting his own position by 
another reason: “Similarly from the denial of everything else”, 
too, it is understood that there is nothing else superior to 
Brahman. Thus there are the texts, “It is He who exists below, 
it is I who exist below” (Ch. VII. xxv. 1), “It is the Self that is 
below” (Ch. VII. xxv. 2), “All oust one who knows it as 
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different from the Self” (Br. II. iv. 6), “All this is but Brahman” 
(Mu. Il. ii. 11), “All this is but the Self’ (Ch. VII. xxv. 2), 
“There is no diversity whatever in It” (Bry. IV. iv. 19), “That 
beyond which there is nothing either superior or inferior (prior 
or posterior)” (Sv. III. 9), “That Brahman is without prior or 
posterior, without interior or exterior” (Bry. II. v. 19). These 
and such other texts, which occur in the contexts dealing with 
Brahman Itself and cannot be interpreted otherwise, rule out 
any thing other than Brahman. And from the text that Brahman 
is in all creatures (Ka. II. ii, 9-11, By. II. v. 19) it is understood 
that there is no other Self within the supreme Self. 


AAT AATACAAMTAASA AA: UM 


aaa Hereby aq-qacqqy omnipresence afara-aeq- > on 
the strength of words like extension etc. 


37. Hereby (is established) the omnipresence (of the Self), 
(as is known) on the strength of (Upanisadic) words like exten- 
sion and other sources (1.e. Smrti and logic). 


“Hereby”, that is to say, from the refutation of (the argu- 
ments based on) the mention of terms like embankment etc., 
and with the help of the negation of all other things, “is also 
established the omnipresence of the Self”. For it cannot be 
proved otherwise, since on the assumption that the terms like 
embankment etc. are mentioned in a literal sense, the Self will 
become a limited entity, inasmuch as the embankments etc. are 
themselves limited in that sense. Similarly, if the denial of all 
other things (by the scriptures) be not a fact, the Self will 
become a limited entity, since one thing becomes delimited by 
another. And the omnipresence of the Self is known from such 
terms as extensiveness, the word extension being used in the 
sense of pervasiveness. Texts like the following, “The Space 
(Brahman) within the heart is as extensive as the Space outside” 
(Ch. VIII. 1. 3), “He is omnipresent like space and eternal”, 
“He is greater than heaven” (Ch. III. xiv. 3), “greater than 
space” (S. B. X. vi. 3.2.), “This one is eternal, omnipresent, 


640 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA [UII. 11. 37 


steady, unchanging” (Gita, II. 24), and similar Upanisadic and 
Smrti texts, as well as logic, teach the omnipresence of the Self. 


Topic 8: Fruits oF ACTION 


Of that Brahman Itself another characteristic is being de- 
scribed that is in evidence during phenomenal existence in which 
occurs a division between the ordainer and the ordained. 


HOA SIT: U3sil 


qq Fruit (of action) aq: (comes) from this one, 377q: on 
grounds of logic. 


38. The fruit of action is from Him, this being the logical 
position. 


Doubt : With regard to the well-known results of actions of 
creatures which fall under three classes—the desirable, the 
undesirable, and the mixed—and belong to the state of trans- 
migration, the thought arises as to whether they spring from 
the Rarmas (rites etc.) or from God. | 

Vedantin: While in this predicament, the reasonable position 
is that “the fruit (of action)” should be “from this one”, from 
God. 

Why? 

“This being the logical position.” Since He presides over 
everything, and since He is fully aware of the specific environ- 
ment and time conducive to the different kinds of creation, pre- 
servation, and dissolution, it is but logical that He should ordain 
the fruits of works for the people according to their merit. 
But it does not stand to reason that fruits can come at some 
future time from actions which get destroyed the next moment; 
because something cannot come out of nothing. 

Opponent: It may well be that an action, even while it is 
being destroyed produces a result proper to itself, during the 
time that it lasts, and then only it is destroyed; and that result 
is attained by the agent of the act at some distant time. 

Vedantin: That too does not remove the difficulty; for there 
can be no such thing as a result till the agent of the act comes 
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to possess it, inasmuch as any happiness or sorrow experienced 
by any soul at any time is recognized in the world to be such a 
result relatively to that very time. And common people do not 
recognize any happiness or sorrow unrelated to a soul to be a 
result. Again, if it be maintained that though the result may 
not issue just after the action, it can issue (in the future) out of 
the unseen potency emerging out of the act, that too is unjusti- 
fiable, for potency, which is inert like stocks and stones, cannot 
act unless stimulated by some conscious agent. Besides, such an 
unseen potency lacks any valid proof. 

Opponent : Presumption from the seen result (arthépatti) is a 
proof in its support. 

Vedantin: No; for God having been proved to be. the 
ordainer of results, any presumption is ruled out of court. 


TACATA MRE 


39. (God is the ordainer of results) for the further reason that 
the Upanisads say so. 


It is not merely on grounds of reason that we think of God 
as the ordainer of results. 

On what more grounds then? 

We think of God as the ordainer of results, because that is 
how the Upanisads speak. For instance, there is the text, “That 
great birthless Self is the bestower of food all round and the 


giver of wealth,” (Br. IV. iv. 24), as also other texts of this 
class. 


ar fared Ua ivolt 


aq: vq For these very reasons afafa: Jaimini (thinks) aq 
virtue (i.e. scriptural conduct), (to be the cause). 


40. For these very reasons Jaimini considers virtuous deeds to 
be the yielder of results. 


Mimamsaka: “The teacher Jaimini, however, considers 
virtuous deeds to be the yielder of results”, “for these very 
reasons’, on the authority of the Vedas and reason. This fact is 

41 
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mentioned in the Vedas in “One wishing for heaven shall per- 
form a sacrifice” (Tandya), and similar texts, That text contains 
an injunction, and since an injunction is understood to have an 
object in view, the sacrifice becomes the object. From this it 
becomes obvious that the sacrifice is the producer of heaven; for 
else this sacrifice would find no performer, so that the instruc- 
tion about it would become meaningless. 

Objection: Has not this viewpoint been refuted by saying 
that karma that has but a momentary existence cannot produce 
such a result? 

Mimamsaka: That is no defect, since there is the Vedic 
authority. If the Vedic authority is accepted, one has to think 
in the way that would justify the kind of relation between 
action and the result of action that is mentioned in the Vedas. 
Unless the action, while undergoing destruction, produces some 
unseen potency, it cannot produce its result after an interval. 
Hence the inference to be drawn is that there is such a thing 
called unseen potency which may be either some subtle state of 
the action itself or some previous (seed) state of the result. In 
this way the position stated earlier becomes logical. But the 
theory that God ordains the results is illogical. For one uniform 
cause cannot produce variegated results; that will lead to parti- 
ality and cruelty on God’s part and the performance of action 
will be useless. Hence the conclusion is that results are produced 
by virtuous deeds alone. 


qa F TAIT SASTGAMT Uv 


q But arzaanm: Badarayana (considers) gay the earlier One 
aqme +=«=owing to (His) mention as the cause (even of 
action). 


41, But Badarayana considers the earlier One (viz God) (as 
the bestower of results), because He is mentioned as the cause 
of even action. 


But the teacher Badarayana considers the earlier One, i.e. God 
Himself, as the bestower of results. The word “but” refutes 
the views that the result is obtained either from the action itself 
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or the unseen potency of action. The accepted conclusion is that 
the result comes from God, be it either by taking into account 
the action itself or the unseen potency, as it may. 

Why? 

“Because He is mentioned as the cause”. For God is presented 
as the cause both by way of making others act virtuously or 
viciously and of bestowing the results, in the text, “It is He 
Himself who makes him do a good deed whom He wishes to 
raise up from these worlds; and it is He Himself who makes him 
do a bad deed whom He wishes to throw down” (Kau. III. 8). 
This fact is mentioned in the Gita as well, ‘““Whichever divine 
form a devotee wants to worship with faith, I ordain for him 
unswerving faith in that very form. Endowed with that faith, he 
continues in the worship of that form, and obtains from it the 
results he desires, as ordained by Me” (Gita. VII. 21-22). In 
all the Upanisads creations are declared as the acts of God. And 
God’s bestowing of results consists precisely in His creating the 
creatures according to individual merits. The defects of the 
impossibility of the emergence of variegated results from the 
very same cause, and so on, do not arise since God acts by 
taking into account the efforts made by the creatures. 


SECTION III 


Topic 1: SAMENESS OF MEDITATION 


VAAATM ALSATIAN etl 


aa-aared-seqayq Any (particular) conception (for medita- 
tion) imparted in all the Upanisads (is the same) @leat-atfa- 
afaerarg on account of the sameness of injunction etc. 


1. Any (particular) conception for meditation (vijnana) 
imparted in all the Upanisads is the same on account of the 
sameness of the injunction etc. 


The reality of Brahman, that is to be known, has been 
explained. Now is being considered whether the vijfanas differ 
according to the different Upanisads or not. 

Opponent: Has it not been ascertained that the Brahman to 
be known is devoid of the differences of priority and poste- 
riority (i.e. cause and effect), and It is homogeneous like a lump 
of salt? So how can. a consideration about the difference or 
non-difference of vijidnas (conceptions about Brahman) arise? 
For it cannot be that like the variety of rites and rituals, the 
Upanisads seek to teach any multiplicity about Brahman as well, 
for Brahman is one with a uniform characteristic. It is not 
possible to have different kinds of vij#iana of the same Brahman 
that has a single uniform nature. To know a thing otherwise 
than what it is cannot be anything but erroneous. Should the 
different Upanisads, however, teach diverse conceptions about 
the same Brahman, one of these conceptions will be correct 
while the rest will be erroneous, so that this will open the gate 
to a loss of faith in the Upanisads. Hence no such misconception 
should be entertained that the conceptions about Brahman 
differ in different Upanisads. It is not also possible to affirm an 
identity of the conceptions on the basis of the uniformity of 
the injunctions, for the knowledge of Brahman is such that it 
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cannot be indicated by any injunction. Under the aphorism, 
“But that Brahman is known from the Upanisads, because of 
their becoming connected with Brahman as their main purport” 
(I. i. 4), the teacher (Vyasa) said that the knowledge of 
Brahman arises from (Vedic) texts about Brahman which do 
not convey the sense of any injunction, and which culminate 
in the realization of the thing itself. So how can this discussion 
about difference and non-difference be started? 

Vedantin: That is being stated, This discussion about differ- 
ence and non-difference of vijfdnas relates to the qualified 
Brahman and to Prana etc., so that there is no defect. For in 
this field there is a possibility of difference and non-difference 
of meditations just as much as in the case of the rites etc. Like 
ritualistic actions, the meditations are also spoken of as having 
seen and unseen results. Some of them lead to liberation by 
stages by way of giving rise to perfect knowledge ultimately. 
With regard to these there is a possibility of the discussion 
whether a particular wij#ana differs from Upanisad to Upanisad 
or it does not. 

As to that, the reasons from the opponent’s standpoint are 
being adduced: To start with then, names are well known to 
stand for different conceptions, as in the case of such designa- 
tions as jyotir (light, indicating the Jyotistoma sacrifice). Here 
also as regards the meditations, enjoined in the different Upani- 
sads, we meet with such differences of names as Taittriyaka, 
Vajasaneyaka, Kauthiimaka, Kausitaka, Satyayanaka, and so on. 
Similarly also the difference of form is well known to indicate 
a difference of rites, as in such texts, “The coagulated milk (got 
by mixing curd with hot milk) is for the Visvadevas (all gods), 
the cheese-water is to be offered to the sun”!. And here, (as 
regards the meditations), a difference of forms is in evidence; 
for instance, in some recensions they read of a sixth and entirely 
different fire in the context of the meditation on the five fires, 
whereas others have only five. So also in the parable of Prana 
etc., some have a fewer number of the organs such as that 


*The assumption is that the second portion, “cheese-water” etc. is not 
just an appendage of the VisSvedeva sacrifice, but it suggests a different 
sacrifice. 
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of speech etc., while others have a greater number. So also it 
is argued that a special attribute is suggestive of a difference in 
rites as in such cases as the Kariri sacrifice. In the context of 
vijnanas also, the mention of special attributes is met with, as 
for instance, the vow of holding fire on head, enjoined for the 
followers of the Atharva Veda (Mu. III. ii. 10). Thus also other 
tests like repetition, (met with in the Pirva-Mimamsa), which 
mark out one act from another, are to be suitably applied here 
as well. Hence the vijianas differ from Upanisad to Upanisad. 

Vedantin: Such being the position, we say: “The vtj#anas 
(conceptions for meditation) imparted in all the Upanigsads” 
must be the same in the respective Upanisads. 

Why? 

“On account of the sameness of the injunction etc.”, the “etc.” 
being used for implying the reasons (viz connection, form, and 
name) that determine non-difference, as they are contained in 
the aphorism stating the accepted view in that section of the 
Piirva-Mimarnsa that deals with the texts of other branches (of 
the Vedas). The meaning is that the meditations are the same 
because of the similarity of connection, form, injunction, and 
name. Even as in the case of the same Agnihotra sacrifice, though 
occurring in the different branches of the Vedas, the same kind 
of human effort is enjoined by saying “one shall sacrifice”, 
similarly the injunction of the followers of the Vajasaneya 
branch is, “He who knows (i.e. meditates on) that which is the 
oldest and greatest” (Br. VI. i. 1), and similar is the injunction 
of the Chandogas (Ch. V. i. 1). The connection with the result 
also is the same, which is, “He becomes the oldest and the 
greatest among his relatives” (Br. VI. i. 1). And the form of 
the vijfiana in both the places is the same, viz that the principal 
Prana is possessed of the special qualities of being the oldest and 
the greatest. Just as the materials and the deities determine the 
form (or nature) of the sacrifice, so also it is to be known that 


®Students of the texts about the Kariri sacrifice (meant for rainfall), 
who belong to the Taittiriya branch, eat on the ground, but not so the 
others. Some, when reading of the sacrificial fire, carry the water jar of 
the teachers, others do not. Now such differences in conduct cannot be 
useless. Hence these sacrifices differ according to their attributes. 


IIT. iti. 2] BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA 647 


the form of the vij#iana (is determined by the object, viz the 
reality called Prana). For the vijfana is stamped according to 
the principle meditated on. The name too is the same in both 
places, namely “the meditation on Prana”. Hence the vijnanas 
are known to be the same in all the Upanisadic concepts of medi- 
tation. The same interpretation is to be applied to all such medi- 
tations, as the meditation on the five fires, the meditation on 
Vaisvanara, the Sandilya-Vidyd, and so on. 

As for the argument that (differences in) names, forms etc. 
apparently imply differences, that was refuted in the Pirva- 
Mimarnsa under the aphorisms starting with, “Rites do not differ, 
just because of the occurrence of different names, for they are 
not used as names for enjoined rites’® (XI. iv. 10). 

Apprehending another possible objection, the aphorist refutes 
that as well: 


Rarafa saeafs wen 


wearq Owing to difference (in subsidiary matters) q (the 
vijhanas are) not the same efq aq if such be the view q@ not 
(so) wreary aff (for) even in the same vifana (differences 
in details are possible). 


2. If it be said that the vijnanas cannot be the same owing to 
the difference in details, then not so, for difference can occur 
even in the same vijnana. 


Opponent: It may well be that the sameness of the vijfianas 
in all the Upanisads cannot be logically upheld on account of the 
differences in details. Thus it is seen that when dealing with the 
meditation on the five fires, the followers of the Vajasaneya 
branch mention a sixth fire thus, “This fire becomes his fire” etc. 
(Br. VI. ii. 14). The Chandogas do not mention it, but they 
conclude with the number five: “Now then, he who knows 
(i.e. meditates on) these five fires thus” (Ch. V. x. 10). And 
how can the meditations be the same for both those who have 


*The names Kathaka, Kalapaka, for instance, are not the names of the 
rites, but. have reference to books. Even slight differences in form also 
do not make the rites different. The special characteristics mentioned 
there relate to study and not to any rite. 
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that additional factor and those who have not? It is not possible 
to understand that there should be a combination of the details 
(found in both the places for the same thing), since the number 
five becomes irreconcilable. Similarly in the parable of Prana, 
the Chandogas read of four other pramas, viz speech, eye, ear, 
and mind, over and above the Prana that is the greatest, whereas 
the Vajasaneyins read of a fifth as well in, “The seed is Prajati 
(having the power of generation). He who knows it to be such 
becomes enriched with children and animals” (Br. VI. i. 6). 
Moreover, the entity to be meditated on differs according as 
something is added to or dropped out‘; and from the difference 
of the entity meditated on, the meditation itself differs, just as 
much as the sacrifices differ according to the difference in their 
deities and accessories. 

Vedantin: That is nothing damaging, since this kind of varia- 
tion in details is admissible in the very same meditation. Although 
(on account of the irreconcilability of the number five) the 
sixth fire cannot be added (by taking it from elsewhere), still 
the five fires counting from heaven being in evidence in both 
the places, there cannot be a difference in the meditation, just 
as the Atiratra sacrifice does not differ in spite of taking up or 
not taking up the sacrificial vessel called SodaSi®. Moreover, the 
Chandogas also read of a sixth fire: “When he departs for 
attaining the world earned by his merit, they carry him to the 
(funeral) fire itself” (Ch. V. ix. 2). The Vajasaneyins, however, in 
their eagerness to eliminate (from the funeral fire) the imagina- 
tion of smoke, faggot, etc. that are associated with the imaginary 
five fires, read thus: “The (material) fire becomes his (i.e. dead 
man’s) fire, the (material) fuel his fuel” etc. (Br. VI. ii. 14). 
That is only by way of a restatement of a commonly known 
fact.6 Or even if this (sixth) fire be meant for meditation, then 


‘ Avapa—adding something from another injunction, and udvapa— 
rejecting something enjoined somewhere. 

®In regard to this sacrifice two contradictory injunctions about using 
and not using the Sodasi are met with; still the Mimamsakas argue that 
the sacrifice is the same, the use of the Sodasi being optional. 

*That the common fire burns the dead meditator. This is not a fire 
to be meditated on, the five foregoing ones only being meant for that. 
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the Chandogas also can add this trait to theirs. And it should 
not be apprehended that the number five will stand in the way; 
for this number, enumerating the five imaginary fires (involved 
in the meditation based on superimposition), is a restatement 
of the fact already known (earlier that the fires are five), so that 
it is not a part of any injunction. Hence there is no conflict. 
Similarly in the anecdote of the Préna and so on, it is nothing 
contradictory to add somewhere a new trait. It should not be 
apprehended that either the entity meditated on or the medita- 
tion differs in accordance as a detail is added to or given up; 
for though a certain small trait may be added or deducted 
from the entity meditated on, yet the meditation is recognized 
to be the same from the (persistence of the) greater quantum 
of the thing to be known. Hence the meditations are the same 
in the different Upanisads. 


crear aareaad fe aararsferra waaay afer: iil 


(The rite of carrying fire on the head is an appendage) 
careqraey of Vedic study; fg because qarare in the Samacara 
(it is enjoined) qateta as being so, q also afaarag on account 
of competence, 4 and aq-faaa: that regulation (is) wqaqq as 
in the case of libations. 


3. The rite of carrying fire on the head is an appendage of 
Vedic study, because it is stated to be so in the Samacara, and 
also because of competence. And that regulation is like that 
about libations. 


It was argued that since the followers of the Atharva Veda 
acknowledge the vow of holding fire on the head, (sitting 
amidst fires), etc. as necessary preconditions for the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge, while others do not do so, therefore the 
knowledge (vidya) differs. That is being refuted. This is a trait 
of the Vedic study, but not of knowledge. 

How is this known? 

Because the followers of the Atharva Veda read of this also 
as a Vedic vow “stated to be so”, mentioned as a feature of 
the study of the Veda, in the Samacara, in the book imparting 


650 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA (IIT. 111. 3 


instruction about Vedic vows. And from the text, “One that 
has not fulfilled the vow (of holding fire on the head) does 
not read this” (Mu. III. ii. 11), which is concerned with the 
competence of the person concerned, and where the word 
“this” is used and the study of the text is clearly mentioned, it 
is ascertained that this vow is a concomitant (feature) of the 
study of their own Upanisad. 

Opponent: Since in the text, “To them alone should one 
expound this knowledge of Brahman who are engaged in the 
practice of disciplines, versed in the Vedas, and devoted to 
Brahman...and by whom has been duly performed the vow 
of holding the fire on the head” (Mu. III. 11. 10), the vow is 
connected with the knowledge of Brahman, which 1s the same 
in all the Upanisads, therefore it follows that this concomitant 
(trait) will get combined with the knowledge everywhere. 

Vedantin: No, for in that text, too, the term “This (know- 
ledge of Brahman)” brings to notice the subject under discussion, 
which is the knowledge of Brahman gathered from that 
particular text; and hence this concomitant trait remains asso- 
ciated with a particular text only. 

“And that regulation is like that about the (seven) libations” 
is said by way of citing an illustration. Just as from the fact 
that the seven kinds of oblation, counting from Saurya to 
Sataudana, have no connection with the three (sacrificial) fires 
mentioned in the other Vedas, but are connected with the one 
fire (called Ekarsi) mentioned in the Atharva Veda, these 
oblations become restricted to the followers of the Atharva 
Veda alone, so also this concomitant feature must be restricted 
only to a particular kind of Vedic study, since it is connected 
with that. From this also it follows that the sameness of 
knowledge everywhere is beyond cavil. 


alata Flv 
4. Moreover, (the scripture) reveals (this fact). 


The Vedas also show the unity of the knowledge, for in all 
the Upanisads the selfsame entity to be known is taught, as it 
is said in, “That goal which all the Vedas with one voice 
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proclaim” (Ka. I. ii. 15); similarly, “The followers of the 
Rg Veda (i.e. Hotrs) discuss this very one in the context 
of the great Uktha (hymn), the priests of Yajur Veda (i.e. 
Adhvaryus) sacrifice to this one in the fire, and the Chandogas 
(Udgata priests, following the Sama Veda) sing to this one in 
their great vow” (Ai. A. III. ii. 3.12). So also the quality of 
striking terror belonging to God, that is mentioned in the Katha 
Upanisad in, “The supreme Brahman that is a great terror” 
(II. iii. 2), is seen to be referred to in the Taittirlya Upanigsad 
for the sake of condemning the idea of duality, in the text, 
“Whenever the aspirant creates (even) a little difference in this 
Brahman, he is struck with fear” (II. vii. 1). So also the 
Vaigvanara Self, conceived of in the Brhadaranyaka (I. i. 1) 
as extending from heaven to earth, is referred to in the 
Chandogya Upanisad as something already well known: “But 
he who worships this Vaisvanara Self as extending from heaven 
to earth and recognized as one’s inmost Self” (Ch. V. xviii. 1). 
Again, it is seen that by way of demonstrating the unity of the 
purport of all the Upanisads, the Ukthas (collections of hymns) 
etc. enjoined in one Upanisad are adopted in other Upanisads 
for the sake of meditation; and from this it can be concluded, 
on the logic of frequent occurrence, that (like the unity of the 
knowledge of Brahman) the meditations also are the same in all 
the Upanisads. 


Topic 2: COMBINATION OF TRAITS 


Sa eisataefatwag BT TN 


q And gqagre: A combination (is to be effected) ama in 
similar meditations TT-TACT owing to non-difference of appli- 
cation fafa-ay-aq like the subsidiaries of an injunction. 


5. And in similar meditations (all) the traits are to be 
combined, for there is no difference in application like the 
subsidiaries of an injunction. 


This aphorism is meant for stating the result of the previous 
discussion. It having been established thus that all the Upanisads 


652 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [IIT. 113. 5 


present the same ideas about all the meditations, the traits of 
any meditation mentioned in any one Upanisad have to be 
combined with the same meditation everywhere else; for their 
applications are not different. In whatever sense any one of 
these traits becomes helpful to a meditation at one place, it 
becomes so in the same way elsewhere as well; for the medita- 
tion is the same in either place. Hence “a combination is to be 
made, like the subsidiaries of an injunction”. Just as the partic- 
ular features of such rites as the Agnihotra, which are presented 
as subsidiary matters in connection with the main injunctions 
(of Agnihotra etc.), are combined together because of the 
sameness of that Agnihotra rite everywhere, so also is the case 
here. Had the meditations been different, the (individual) traits 
would remain tagged on to their separate meditations which, 
however, would not become inter-connected by way of one 
being a primary meditation and the others subsidiary, so that 
the traits would not become combined together. But such is 
not the case when the meditations are the same. 

An elaboration of this very aphorism, stating the result as it 
does, will be made in the aphorisms starting with, “on account 
of the non-difference of the meditation everywhere” (III. iii. 10). 


Topic 3: DIFFERENCE OF MEDITATIONS 


awaaed weatata warfaterdq wei 


aaeareay (There is) difference yeafq on the authority (of 
the difference) of texts ef aq if such be the contention q not 
SO a-faarangy owing to non-difference. 


6. If it be said that the (Udgitha) meditations (in the 
Chandogya and Brhadaranyaka Upanisads) are different on 
account of the difference of (texts), then not so, for there ts 
no difference. 


In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad the start is made thus: “The 
gods said, ‘Now let us surpass the Asuras (devils) in (this) 
sacrifice through the Udgitha’. They said to the organ of speech, 
‘Chant the Udgitha for us’” (Br. I. ii. 1-2), and then the 
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inferior pramas (organs) of speech etc. are condemned as struck 
with evil by the Asuras (devils), and lastly the chief Prana (in 
the mouth) is mentioned thus: ‘Then they said to this (chief) 
Prana (vital force) in the mouth, ‘Chant (the Udgitha) for us.’ 
‘All right’, said the vital force and chanted for them” (Br. I. 111. 
7). So also in the Chandogya Upanisad the commencement 1s 
made with, “Then the gods resorted to the Udgitha, under the 
idea, ‘We shall defeat these (devils) by this’” (I. 11. 1); after 
that the pramas (organs ) are condemned as struck with sin by 
the devils; and then in the very same way the preference for 
the chief Pr@a (in the mouth) is shown thus: “Then they 
meditated on this vital force, that is in the mouth, as the Udgitha 
(Om)” (I. u. 7). It can be understood from the eulogy of 
Prana at both the places that what is enjoined is a meditation 
on Prana. 

A doubt arises in this matter: Do the meditations differ here, 
or are they the same? What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent: The meditations are the same on account of the 
arguments already advanced. 

Objection: The sameness of the meditations is untenable 
because of the difference in the manner of starting. The 
Vajasaneyins start in one way, while the Samavedins do in 
another way. The Vajasaneyins mention Prana as the singer of 
the Udgitha in their text, “(Then they said to this vital force 
in the mouth) ‘Chant the Udgitha for us’” (Br. I. iii. 7), 
whereas the Samavedins mention the vital force as Udgitha in, 
“They meditated on him as Udgitha” (Ch. I. ii. 7). So how can 
there be an identity of the meditations? 

Opponent: That creates no difficulty, for the identity of the 
meditation is not ruled out by this (slight) variation, inasmuch 
as many more points of similarity are in evidence, for instance, 
the beginning is made with a description of the war between 
the gods and devils, the Udgitha is introduced for the sake of 
defeating the devils, the mention is made of the organs like the 
organ of speech, resort is made to the vital force in the mouth 
after decrying those organs, and the analogy of the stone and a 
lump of earth (smashed by being thrown at the stone) is cited 
by way of illustrating the destruction of the devils by the 
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prowess of the vital force; many other points of similarity of 
this kind are also in evidence in both the places. Even in the 
Brhadaranyaka we come across an appositional use of Prana 
with Udgitha: “This indeed is also Udgitha” (I. iii. 23). Hence 
in the Chandogya Upanisad also, the agency of Prama (in 
singing) is to be inferred metaphorically. From this also follows 
the identity of the meditations. 


qT a yHCMTAaT Glatacafeaq oil 


a at Rather not yaxy-Farq owing to a difference in subject- 
matter qv:-atrqeaq-aifa-qq even as in such cases as being higher 
than the high. 


7. Rather not owing to a difference of subject-matter even as 
in such cases as (meditation on the Udgitha as) possessed of 
the quality of being higher than the high, (greater than the 
great). 


Vedantin: The identity of the meditations is not certainly 
tenable; the reasonable position here is that the meditations are 
different. 

Why? 

“Owing to a difference of prakarana (lit. subject-matter)”, 
that is to say, “owing to a difference of prakrama (lit. introduc- 
tion)—the way the two meditations are started with”. Thus a 
difference in the manner of starting is obvious here. The 
Chandogya begins with, “Let one meditate on the letter Om as 
Udgitha” (I. i. 1). Thus the subject introduced is the meditation 
on Om, a letter forming a part of the Udgitha. Then it is 
expounded as possessed of such qualities as being the quintes- 
sence. And then that very Om, forming a part of the Udgitha is 
again alluded to in, “Now then starts a proximate elaboration of 
that very letter” (I. 1. 10), and proceeding through the narration 
of the war between the gods and the devils the text says, ‘““They 
meditated on Prana as the Udgitha” (I. ii. 2). Now if by the 
word Udgitha, occurring there, be meant the entire division of 
Sama (song, that goes by that name), and the priest Udgata be 
meant as the singer (identified with Prada), then the introduc- 
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tion would be contradicted, and a necessity for resort to 
metaphorical interpretation would crop up. It is proper that in 
the same context, conveying a single idea, the conclusion should 
be in accordance with the introduction. Hence in this text what 
is enjoined is the superimposition of the idea of Prana on Om 
forming a part of the Udgitha. But in the Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad, there being no reason to understand a part of the 
Udgitha from a use of that word, it is presented as a whole 
(along with all its parts). And even in the text, “you chant 
for us” (Br. I. iii. 2), the priest called Udgata, who is the singer 
of that entire Udgitha is enjoined to be looked upon as Prana. 
Thus the manner of presentation is different. Although there, 
in the Brhadaranyaka, Prana is placed in apposition with 
Udgitha, yet this is meant for demonstrating the fact that 
Prana, which has been sought to be shown as the priest 
Udgata, is also the Self of all. So this does not lead to an identity 
of the two meditations. Again, there (in the Brhadaranyaka 
text), the term Udgitha is used to indicate the whole of it, so 
that there is difference between the two. It cannot be argued 
that the idea of Prana being the Udgata has to be rejected on 
the ground of impossibility; for Prama is taught as the Udgata 
for the sake of meditation just like its being taught as the 
Udgitha for the same purpose. Besides, it is with the energy of 
Prana that the Udgata sings the Udgitha, so that there is no 
impossibility. Thus it is stated by the Upanisad in that very 
context, “Indeed he chanted through speech and the vital force” 
(Br. I . iii. 24). Again, when the intended meaning is understood 
to be different (in the two Upanisads), it is not proper to decide 
on an identity of meaning with the help of mere similarity of 
the language of the sentences. An illustration of this is found 
in the sentences (in Pirva-Mimarhsa) about the rising of the 
moon and desire for cattle, where a similarity of injunction is 
found in, “The rice grains are to be divided into three parts” 
(which text deals with moon-rise) and “with those that form 
the middle part, one shall offer a cake in eight potsherds for fire, 
possessed of the quality of a giver” (which sentence deals with 
the desire for cattle). Though in the two sentences there is a 
similarity of injunction, still owing to a difference in the intro- 
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ductory sentences, it is ascertained that in the sentence dealing 
with moon-rise, the idea implied is a (mere) change of deities, 
whereas in the sentence dealing with desires, the injunction is 
about a sacrifice.” Hence here also the meditations differ owing 
to a difference in the introductory sentences, “just as it is in 
the case of Udgitha possessed of the quality of being higher than 
the high and greater than the great”. Although the superimposi- 
tion of the idea of the supreme Self is similar in “Space 
(Brahman) is indeed greater than these. Space is the highest 
goal. This is the Udgitha that is higher than the high (Prana), 
and greater than the great (Pra@ma), and it is infinite” (Ch. 
I. ix. 1-2), and in the text superimposing the idea of the 
supreme Self on the sun and the eye, still the meditation 
on Udgitha as possessed of the quality of being higher and 
greater than the high and great is different from the meditation 
on Udgitha as possessed of the quality of being established in 
the sun and the eye and being possessed of golden beard etc. 
(Ch. I. vi. 7). But even as within the same branch of the Vedas, 
there is no combination of the features of two different medita- 
tions, so also is it the case with different meditations occurring 
in different branches. 


AMAA J TST ust 


(Sameness follows) aaa: from (the sameness of) designa- 
tion aq if it be said so, aq that gwq has been answered, q 
However, aq-afe that also afeq exists. 


8. If from the sameness of name, (the two meditations are held 
to be the same), that has already been answered. But that 


7 The DarSa sacrifice takes place on the new-moon night (the fifteenth 
day of the dark fortnight). Now if by mistake it is done on the four- 
teenth day, and the moon rises afterwards, the sacrificer is faced with 
evil consequences. To get over this, the sacrificer shall divide the rice 
grains into three parts. Of these the medium portion will be offered to 
Fire, the bigger portion with curds to Indra, and the smaller cooked 
into a pudding with milk to Visnu. But this is not a new sacrifice, the 
deities alone being changed. The text dealing with desire for cattle also 
has a similar ending. Still it is different from the above. 
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(sameness of name) is met with (even with regard to things 
quite different). 


If it be held now that the meditation is the same here on 
account of the sameness of the name, it being called the medita- 
tion on the Udgitha at both the places, then that too is not 
tenable; for it has been already said, “Rather not, owing to a 
difference of subject-matter (i.e. introduction) even as in such 
cases as meditation on the Udgitha as possessed of the quality 
of being higher than the high and greater than the great” (III. 
iii. 7). That applies here more aptly, inasmuch as it conforms 
to the letters of the Upanisad, the name being used in a secon- 
dary sense only by common people dealing with the subject, 
who take their cue from the mere occurrence of the word 
Udgitha in both the places. Moreover, this identity of name is 
met with even in the face of well-recognized differences under- 
lying such meditations as that on the Udgitha (i.e. Brahman) as 
possessed of the qualities of being higher than the high and 
greater than the great, where also the single name “meditation 
on Udgitha” is used. Just as such sacrifices as Agnihotra, DarSa- 
purnamasa, etc., which are well known as different, are seen 
to be referred to by the common name Kathaka, merely because 
they are read of in the selfsame book of the Katha branch of 
the Vedas, so is the case here. But where no such reason for 
difference is met with, the meditations may well be identical 
as for instance the meditation on Savvarga (merger), etc. 


Topic 4: SPECIFICATION OF Om 


Doubt: In the text, “Let one meditate on the letter Om (as) 
the Udgitha” (Ch. I. i. 1), we hear of an appositional use of 
Om and Udgitha, from which fact one of the four alternatives— 
superimposition, ablation, identity, qualification—may be accept- 
ed as the meaning of the apposition. So the consideration arises 
above the appropriateness of any one of these in the present con- 
text. Of these, superimposition occurs where the idea of one of 
the two things is superimposed on the idea of the other even 
while the individual idea of the latter is not sublated; the idea 
of the thing on which the idea of another thing is superimposed 

42 
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persists even when the superimposed idea of the latter is in evi- 
dence. For instance, even when the idea of Brahman is super- 
imposed on a name (e.g. Om) the idea of the name persists and 
it is not negated by the idea of Brahman; or it is like the super- 
imposition of the ideas of Visnu and other gods on images etc. 
So also it may be that either the idea of Udgitha is superimposed 
here on the letter Om or the letter Om is superimposed on 
Udgitha, Ablation occurs where a thing has got fastened on to 
it a deep-rooted, persistent, unreal idea, and then the true idea 
dawns to drive away the earlier unreal idea. For instance, the 
idea of Selfhood persisting with regard to the assemblage of 
body and senses is driven away by the subsequent true idea of 
Selfhood with regard to the Self Itself springing up from the 
(instruction), “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii-xvi); or a confusion 
about directions is removed by the true idea of directions. So 
it may be that here also either the idea of the Udgitha 1s removed 
by the idea of the letter Ov or the idea of the letter Om is 
removed by the idea of the Udgitha. Identity means that the 
connotation and denotation of Om and Udgitha are the same. 
Neither more nor less, as in the case of synonymous terms like, 
“the best among the twice-born”, a “Brahmana”, an “earthly 
god”. The adjectival use* can occur in the sense that the letter 
Om, present in all the Vedas and liable to be understood as such, 
Is presented as associated with the actions of the Udgata. Just 
as somebody might say, “Bring the lotus that is blue”, so here 
also the meaning is, “Meditate on the Ov that is the Udgitha”. 
Thus when we think over this sentence presenting an apposition, 
all these alternatives come to the surface. 

Vedantin : Since under this predicament one finds no reason 
for accepting anyone of the alternatives, the aphorism is enun- 
ciated: 


SIT TARA lei 


@q And sara: because of the pervasion (of all the Vedas), 
WASATY it is proper (to qualify Om by Udgitha). 


* Distinguishing something from other things of the same class. 
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9. Since Om pervades all the Vedas, it is appropriate to qualify 
it by the word Udgitha. 


The word “and”, used in place of the word “but”, is meant 
for ruling out the three other alternatives. The three alternatives, 
being defective in the present context, are rejected, while the 
adjectival alternative alone is accepted as it is faultless. Now, on 
accepting superimposition, the word denoting the idea that is 
to be superimposed on the other will be subject to a metaphori- 
cal interpretation,® and a result also for it will have to be 
imagined. 

Opponent: But the result is stated by the Upanisad itself in, 
“It becomes indeed the gratifier of desires” etc. (Ch. I. 1. 7). 

Vedantin : No, since it is the result of another thing, it being 
the result of the meditation on (Om as possessed of) the qual- 
ities of being the fulfiller of desires, and so on, and not of the 
superimposition of Udgitha. As regards ablation also, the absence 
of a result is equally in evidence. 

Opponent: The result can be the removal of false ignorance. 

Vedantin : No, since that (negation of Om or Udgitha) is not 
known to lead to any desirable human goal.1® And the idea of 
Om can never be alienated from Om, nor can the idea of 
Udgitha from Udgitha (since these ideas are true). Besides, this 
passage does not aim at establishing the nature of anything, it 
being meant for enjoining a meditation. 

The other alternative, identity, too is not appropriate, for 
in that case the utterance of two words (Om and Udgitha) 
would be useless, since one word alone could convey the intend- 
ed idea. Moreover, (the term) Udgitha is not known to imply 
the idea of the word Om as implied by the letter Om, that is 
used along with the acts of the priest Hota (of the Rg Veda) 
or the priest Adhvaryu (of the Yajur Veda). Nor is the word 
Om well known as standing for the whole of the second part 


*But this is inadmissible when a direct meaning is possible, that being 
more authoritative. 

* Cessation of ignorance brings about a cessation of evil and attainment 
of bliss. But the negation of the ideas of Omz and Udgitha by one another 
can bring no such result. 
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of a Sama song which is indicated by the word Udgitha, in 
which case alone the Om could have been a synonym for 
Udgitha. As a last resort, the adjectival alternative is accepted, 
“on account of the pervasion of Oz’, that is to say, on account 
of its being common to all the Vedas. Lest the letter Om extend- 
ing over all the Vedas be taken up here, the letter Ov is 
qualified by the word Udgitha, so that the Om, forming a part 
of Udgitha, may somehow be understood. 

Opponent: Is not a metaphorical interpretation necessary 
even from this point of view, since the word Udgitha is meta- 
phorically made to imply a part of itself (viz Om)? 

Vedantin: This is quite so; but even in the case of a figure 
of speech, there may be an approximation to or departure from 
the primary meaning. In the case of superimposition, the idea 
of something is superimposed on something else, so that the 
figure of speech here involves a departure; whereas in the case 
of the adjectival use, a word denoting a whole is made to imply 
a part of itself, so that the figure of speech involves a proximity; 
for words indicating the whole are seen to be used with regard 
to the parts as well, as in the case of a cloth or a village.11 Hence 
it is flawless and appropriate that Om, which is common to all 
the Vedas, should be qualified by the term “Udgitha” in the 
text, “the letter Om”. 


Topic 5: SAMENESS OF THE MEDITATION ON PRANA 


ATATEAAA Iigoll 


Tq -Te Owing to non-difference of all, gq these (traits) 
aay (are to be added) elsewhere. 


10. All (the meditations on Prana) being the same, these traits 
(found here in one) are to be added elsewhere. 


Doubt: In the anecdote of Prana, as related both by the 
Vajasaneyins and the Chandogas, it is enjoined that Prana is to 
be meditated on as possessed of the quality of being the greatest. 


Even when a portion is burnt, people say, “The cloth is burnt”, “The 
village is burnt”. 
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And the organs of speech etc. are spoken of there as. possessed 
of the attributes of being vasistha (most comfortably accommo- 
dated) etc.12 These attributes are again ascribed to Prama in the 
texts starting with, ‘““The organ of speech said, “That attribute 
of being the vasistha that I have is yours’” (Br. VI. i. 14). But 
while in other branches of the Vedas, for instance in the 
Kausitaki and others, the pre-eminence of Prana is mentioned 
in the anecdotes of Praua in such texts as, “Now then, here is 
the ascertainment of greatness. These gods, such as they were, 
quarrelled about personal greatness” (Kau. II. 14), such attri- 
butes as being the steadiest are not mentioned. So the doubt 
arises here: Should these attributes of being the steadiest etc. 
occurring somewhere be added elsewhere as well or should they 
not? 

Opponent : While in this doubt, the acceptable position is that 
they are not to be added to. 

Why? 

Because of the use of the word “thus”, for in the respective 
places, the thing to be known (and meditated on) is presented 
by using the word “thus” as in, “Similarly, if anyone indeed, 
after having known (Prana) thus (as possessed of the quality 
of being the greatest), (meditates on Prana), then he, through 
his meditation on Prana as the greatest, (becomes the greatest)” 
(Kau. II. 14). And the word “thus” has a reference to proximate 
things alone; so it has no capacity to present the attributes of a 
similar nature mentioned in other branches. Hence the curiosity 
(to know what is meant by “thus”) has to be satisfied by the 
attributes found in its own context. 

Vedantin: ‘This being the position, the refutation is being 
given. Some of these attributes that have been spoken of, viz 
that of being the vasistha and so on, are to be thrown in (i.e. 
added) elsewhere as well. 

Why? 

“On account of non-difference of all” (everywhere); for 
everywhere we recognize the meditation of Prana as identical, 
the anecdote etc. of Prana being similar. And when the medita- 


% An attractive speaker lives happily. 
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tion is the same, why should not these attributes mentioned at 
some place be added elsewhere? 

Opponent: Was it not said that the word “thus”, wherever 
it may occur, indicates that the sets of attributes in those 
respective places, are to be understood separately? 

Vedantin: With regard to this the answer is: Although by 
the word “thus”, occurring in the Kausitaki-Brahmana, the 
set of attributes mentioned in the Vajasaneyi-Brahmana are not 
referred to, they being far removed from it, yet by the word 
“thus”, occurring in the Vajasaneyi-Brahmana, in the course of 
that very meditation (on Prana), all these attributes are surely 
intimated; and so the set of attributes, even though they be 
restricted to the selfsame meditation in another branch (viz 
Vajasaneyi) cannot be distinguished from the set in one’s own 
branch (viz Kausitaki). And such an interpretation will not 
lead to the defects of imagining something not spoken of by 
the Vedas and rejecting something enjoined by them; for the 
attributes even though they be heard of in one branch, become 
acceptable everywhere, since the possessor of the attributes (viz 
meditation on Prana) is the same. For if Devadatta is well known 
in his native land for his qualities of valour etc., he does not 
become alienated from these qualities even when he goes to 
another country where the people are not cognisant of his 
qualities of valour etc. And as from better acquaintance, those 
qualities of Devadatta can come to be recognized in that country 
as well, so also as a result of better knowledge, the attributes 
to be meditated on in one branch come to be added to the 
meditation in another branch. Hence the attributes associated 
with the selfsame principal entity have to be added in every 
other branch as well, although they are mentioned in one place 
only. 


Topic 6: COMBINATION AND NON-COMBINATION OF ATTRIBUTES 
OF BRAHMAN 


Doubt: In the texts presenting the real nature of Brahman a 
few only of such characteristics of Brahman as of being natu- 
rally bliss itself, impartite consciousness, omnipresent, Self of all, 
and so on, are met with here and there. With regard to them 
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the doubt arises: Are only those attributes of Brahman such as 
bliss etc. to be accepted in a particular place just as they are 
specifically mentioned there, or are all the attributes to be 
accepted everywhere? 

Opponent: Under such circumstances, the obvious conclusion 
is that the attributes are to be accepted just as they appear 
separately under the different contexts. 

Vedantin : To this the reply 1s: 


ATTA: NATTA IQ Qt 


arree—areg: Bliss and other characteristics saraeq of the 
principal entity (are to be combined). 


11. Bliss and other characteristics of the principal entity (i.e. 
Brahman) are to be combined. 


All such characteristics of Brahman as bliss etc, are to be 
understood as belonging to It everywhere (in all the contexts). 

Why? 

Precisely because of non-difference in all the places; for that 
very principal entity, Brahman, is equally the substantive every- 
where. Hence the attributes of Brahman exist (collectively) 
everywhere, in accordance with the illustration of the valour of 
Devadatta shown under the previous topic. 

Opponent : In that case all such characteristics as “having joy 
as the head” will also get mixed up everywhere. Thus in the 
Taittiriya Upanisad, after introducing the self constituted by 
bliss, it is said, “of him joy is verily the head, enjoyment is the 
right side, hilarity is the left side, bliss is the Self (i. trunk), 
Brahman is the tail that stabilizes” (II. v. 1). 

Vedantin : Hence comes the answer: 


fafecaroitercaraa fe Az eal 


foq-farceca-aife-aifa: There is no addition of such attributes 
as having joy as the head and so on, fg because sqqq-aqaqat 
augmentation and depletion 42% (occur) in a context of duality. 
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12. Attributes such as having joy as the bead and so on are 
not to be added everywhere, since (they have) degrees of 
intensity and feebleness, (which are) possible in a context of 
difference (1.e. duality). 


The attributes of “having joy as the head” and so on, men- 
tioned in the Taittiriya Upanisad, are not to be added else- 
where, since joy, enjoyment, hilarity, and bliss are perceived 
to be of different degrees of intensity or feebleness in relation 
to one another and in respect of. the (different) enjoyers. 
Intensity or feebleness co-exist only with difference, whereas 
Brahman is without any difference, as is known from such 
texts as, “one only without a second” (Ch. VI. u. 1). And it 
was taught by us under the aphorism, “He who is full of Bliss 
Is Brahman on account of repetition” (I. i. 12), that these attri- 
butes of “having joy as head” etc. do not belong to Brahman, 
but to the blissful sheath. Moreover, these are imagined as means 
for concentrating the mind on the supreme Brahman, but they 
are not meant for realization (as actual characteristics). While 
this is their purpose, this is all the more reason why the attri- 
butes of “having joy as the head” and so on are not to be added 
everywhere. But admitting for the sake of argument that these 
are attributes of Brahman, the teacher (Vydsa) has only shown 
the reason why the attributes of “having joy as head” and so 
on, are not to be added elsewhere. This reasoning is to be applied 
to other attributes also that undoubtedly belong to Brahman, 
and are enjoined for meditation, such for instance as, samyad- 
vama (resort of all blessings—Ch. IV. xv. 2) and satyakama 
(having inevitable desire—Ch. III. xiv. 2). Even though the 
Brahman to be meditated on is the same in all of them, yet the 
meditations differ according to the different contexts, and as 
such the attributes found in one are not to be transferred to 
another. Just as the two wives of a king may adore him in two 
Wways—one with a chowrie (fly-whisk) and the other with an 
umbrella, and the behaviour of the king may differ there accord- 
ing to the mode of adoration, although the person adored is 
the same, so also is the case here. The possession of intensive or 
feeble attributes is possible in the case of the qualified Brahman 
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alone, with regard to whom dualistic ideas persist, but not so 
in the case of the unqualified supreme Brahman. Hence the 
attributes of “having inevitable desires” etc. which are heard 
of in particular contexts are not to be added everywhere. This 
is the idea. 


TAt CAAA UW gall 


eat The other (characteristics) q however (are to be under- 
stood) @y-aTarare on account of identity of purport. 


13. But the other characteristics are to be understood every- 
where on account of identity of purport. 


But all the other attributes like bliss, which are spoken of for 
propounding the real nature of Brahman, are to be understood 
everywhere, since they have an identity of purport, that is to 
say, the Brahman, which possesses these attributes and which 
they seek to establish, is the same. Hence there is a difference 
(between the two groups of attributes), inasmuch as these 
(latter) are meant simply for the attainment of knowledge (and 
not for meditation). 


Topic 7: Purusa AS THE HIGHEST IN KATHA 


HVAT TATATATTAT EL UY 


(Katha verses I. i. 10 etc. are) af-eqrarqa meant for deep 
meditation (on Purusa), (and not for stating the relative posi- 
tions of others) TAA -TATATY as that serves no purpose. 


14. What is mentioned in the Katha Upanisad is meant for 
deep meditation on Purusa, (and not for stating any gradation), 
as that serves no purpose. 


Doubt: In the Katha Upanisad, the start is made with, “The 
sense-objects are higher than the senses, and the mind is higher 
than the sense-objects” (I. iii. 10); and then it is said, “There is 
nothing higher than Purusa, He is the culmination, He is the 
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highest goal’”’ (I. iii. 11). Here the doubt arises whether all those 
things starting with sense-objects are propounded to be each 
higher than the preceding one, or it is propounded that Purusa 
is the highest of all. 

Opponent: As to that, the idea gained is that each of these 
is expounded here to be higher (than its predecessor); for the 
Upanisad talks of them as “such a one is higher than such 
another”, and “such another is higher than still another”, and 
sO on. 

Objection: If many objects are propounded to be (succes- 
sively) higher, it will result in splitting the unity of idea (con- 
veyed by a single sentence). 

Opponent: That is no fault, since it can well be that there 
are many sentences. For it 1s but proper that these sentences 
should be many, so that they may speak (separately) of many 
things possessed of superiority. Hence here we have a propound- 
ing of the superiority of each of these objects individually, 

Vedantin : Such being the conclusion, we say that the reason- 
able position is that Purusa is proved to be superior to all of 
them, but not that each one of the objects is propounded to be 
higher (than the earlier one). 

Why? 

“As that serves no purpose”, inasmuch as no objective is either 
scen or mentioned in the Upanisads as being fulfilled by proving 
the other things to have any relative superiority, whereas, when 
it is established that Purusa (the infinite Being), who is free 
from all evil, is superior to the organs, the achievement of libera- 
tion stands out as a discernible fact. In support of this is the 
Upanisadic text, “one becomes free from the jaws of death by 
knowing that which is...ever constant” (Ka. I. iti. 15). More- 
over, by denying anything higher than Purusa (I. ui. 11), 
through the use of such words as “culmination” (ibid.), the text 
evinces a preference for Purusa, and thereby it also makes it 
obvious that the mention of a chain of graded things is meant 
for explaining Purusa alone. “For deep meditation” means, “for 
the sake of complete realization through meditation”, since 
meditation is taught here only as a means for complete enlight- 
enment, but not as an objective by itself. 
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AIcagoaragl (124 
@q Also AA-Wesaly because of the word Self. 


15. And (this must be the conclusion) on account of the use 
of the word Self. 


That this mention of the chain of successive superiority (over 
things) starting from the sense-organs, is meant for realizing 
Purusa is proved from the further fact that the Purusa under 
discussion is spoken of as the Self in, “He is hidden in all 
beings, and hence He does not appear as the Self (of all). But 
by the seers of subtle things, He is seen through a fine and 
pointed intellect” (Ka. I. iii. 12). And from this it can be 
understood that the rest are not meant to be spoken of as the 
Self. That Purusa Himself is shown to be inscrutable and yet 
comprehensible by the fully purified mind. It is for the realiza- 
tion of that Purusa that meditation is enjoined in, “The discrim- 
inating man should merge the organ of speech into the mind” 
etc. (Ka. I. i. 13). All this was explained under the aphorism, 
“If it be said that in some recensions even the inferred entity 
(Pradhana) is also mentioned, we say no” etc. (I. iv. 1). Thus 
it is noticed how variously and abundantly the Upanisads have 
for their main purport Purusa and nothing else. Moreover, when 
it is declared, “The man attains the end of the road (i.e. goal 
of his journey), which is the highest place of Visnu” (Ka. I. 
lil, 9), the curiosity arises as to what exactly is that “highest 
place of Visnu” which is “at the end of the road”, In response 
to this are enumerated the sense-organs etc. serially. So from 
this it is clear that this effort is made for the realization of the 
“highest place”. 


Topic 8: THE SUPREME SELF IN AITAREYA 


Tee atracagad Nell 


area-tjetta: The supreme Self is to be understood (in the 
Aitareya Upanisad) gax-aq as elsewhere gaerq because of what 
follows. 


668 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (TIT. iit. 16-17 


16. The supremte Self is to be understood in the Aitareya 
Upanisad, just as elsewhere (in other texts about creation), on 
account of the subsequent qualification. 


Doubt: In the Aitareya Upanisad it is mentioned, “In the 
beginning this was but the absolute Self alone. There was 
nothing else whatsoever that winked. He thought, “Let Me 
create the worlds’. He created these worlds, viz ambbas (region 
beyond heaven), Marici (sky) mara (earth) apab (nether 
regions)” etc, (I. i. 1-2). With regard to this the doubt arises, 
whether the supreme Self Itself is here referred to by the word 
Self or some one else. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent: The supreme Self cannot be referred to here by 
the word Self. 

Why? 

On account of what is discernible from the trend of the 
sentence. 

Objeciion: Is not the connected sequence of the sentence 
seen to be more in favour of the supreme Self, since the assertion 
is made about the oneness of the Self before creation and 
because of the mention of creation after deliberation? 

Opponent: We say no, because this narration is about the 
creation of the worlds. If the supreme Self were to be accepted 
as the creator, the creation of the great fine elements should 
have been stated first, whereas the creation of the worlds is 
narrated here first. The worlds are only peculiar arrangements 
of the elements. So also ambbas etc. are merely the worlds that 
are spoken of in such sentences as, “That which is beyond 
heaven is ambhbas” (Ai, I. i. 2). And from the Vedas and Smrtis 
it is gathered that the creation of the worlds is the act of some 
divine being under the direction of God. Thus there occurs 
the Upanisadic text: “In the beginning this universe was but 
the Self (Virat) of the human form” etc. (Br. I. iv. 1). And 
there is also the Smrti text, “He is the first embodied Being, He 
is called Purusa. He is the first creator of all beings, born first 
as Brahma”, The followers of the Aitareya branch also mention 
in an earlier context, in the text, “Then follows the creation 
from semen. The gods are the semen (i.e. products) of Prajapati 
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(Virat)” (Ai. Br. II. i. 3.1), that the diverse creation is an act of 
Prajapati. The word Self is also found to be used for him, as in, 
“In the beginning this universe was but the Self (Virat) of the 
human form” (Br. I. iv. 1). The assertion of his unity also 
becomes appropriate when contrasted with the diversity which 
is his product. And his deliberation also is justifiable because he 
is admitted to be conscious. Moreover, the class of particular 
activities, well known in the case of the different common souls, 
are met with here in such sentences as, “For them he brought 
a cow,...to them he brought a horse,...to them he brought 
a man,... They said” (Ai. I. ii. 2-3). Hence the Self mentioned 
here must be some entity having some limitations. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: “The supreme 
Self is to be understood here by the word Self, as elsewhere”. 
Just as the supreme Self is understood in other Upanisadic texts 
about creation, such as “From that Brahman, which is the Self, 
was produced space” (Tai. II. i. 1), or as the inmost Self Itself 
is meant by the use of the word Self in common parlance, so 
also must be the case here. But the Self with limitations must 
be the meaning in such texts as that beginning with, “In the 
beginning this universe was but the Self (Virat)” (Br. I. iv. 1), 
where occur such other qualifying terms as “of a human form’? 
(ibid.). Here, however, the subsequent qualification that is met 
with, is itself conducive to the acceptance.of the supreme Self, 
for instance, “He thought, ‘Let Me create the worlds’” (Ai. I. 
1. 1), “He created these worlds” (Ai. I. i. 2), and so on. Hence 
the reasonable position is to accept the supreme Self. 


HAMA ACMSTTTCT I YS 


Wag (It follows) from the trend of the sentences (that 
the supreme Self is not meant) eff aq if such be the conten- 
tion, tary it must be so aqarentg because of definite state- 
ment. 


17. If it be objected that it follows from the trend of the 
sentences that the Supreme Self is not meant, (the reply is that) 
it must be so because of the definite statement (that the Self 
alone existed in the beginning). 
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It was argued that from the trend of the context it follows 
that the supreme Self is not meant. That has to be refuted. “It 
must be so because of the definite statement”—the acceptance 
of the supreme Self must be appropriate here. 

Why? 

“On account of the definite statement”; for the definite state- 
ment about the oneness of the Self before creation becomes 
appropriate only if the supreme Self is meant, else it will become 
inappropriate. As for the sentence about creation of the worlds, 
we shall interpret it as meaning the creation (of the worlds) 
after the creation of the great elements, as is well known in 
other Upanisads. As we interpreted the sentence, “That 
Brahman created fire” (Ch, VI. i. 3), to mean that the creation 
(of fire) was after the creation of space and air well known in 
other Upanisads, so also it can be done here. For any speciality 
mentioned in one Upanisad with regard to the same subject 
has to be added to it in the other Upanisads as well. As 
for the ascription of a particular type of behaviour to the 
Self in such sentences as, “He brought a cow to them”, 
that too has to be understood in a way that is conducive 
to the ascertainment of the idea sought to be imparted. 
For it cannot certainly be held that the mere narration of this 
anecdote, as a whole, is the only purport, since that does not 
lead to any human goal. But in fact the intended purport here 
is the identity of the (individual) Self with Brahman. And thus 
It is that after imparting instruction about the creation of the 
worlds and their presiding deities like Fire, and: then teaching 
about the sense-organs and the body. as their seats, the text 
shows how the creator Himself thought, “cHow indeed can it be 
there without Me” (Ai. I. ili, 11), and then He entered into 
this body: “Having split up this end (on the head where the 
parting of the hair occurs), He entered through this door” 
(Ai. I. ii. 12). Again the text says that after taking the activities 
of the organs into consideration thus, “If utterance is done by 
the organ of speech, smelling by the sense of smell” (Ai. I. iii. 
11), and then having reflected, ““What then am I?” (ibid.), “He 
entered through this door, having split up this end (at the 
parting of hair on the crown of the head)” (Ai. I. iii. 12), where 
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the identity of the Self with Brahman is categorically asserted 
by saying “He realized this very Purusa as Brahman, the most 
pervasive” (Ai. I. ii, 13). Later on too, this very fact of the 
identity of the Self with Brahman is asserted by starting with, 
“This one is the inferior Brahman; this is Indra” etc. (Ai. III. 
1. 3), where all the things within the world of duality, inclusive 
of the great elements, are enumerated one after the other, and 
then the conclusion is made with, “All these have Consciousness 
as the giver of their reality; all these are impelled by Conscious- 
ness. The universe has Consciousness as its eye, and Conscious- 
ness as its end. Consciousness is Brahman” (Ai. III. i. 3). Hence 
it goes without any contradiction that the supreme Self is meant 
here. 


The other interpretation of the aphorisms beginning with 
“atmagrhitiritaravaduttarat” is this: 


MATS aaa TAT UL 


16. The Self is to be understood (in the Chandogya Upanisad), 
qust as in the other (Brhadaranyaka) Upanisad, because of the 
subsequent (instruction about identity). 


Doubt: In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it is said, “Which is 
the Self? ‘This infinite entity (Purusa) that is identified with 
the intellect and is in the midst of organs, the self-effulgent light 
within the heart (intellect)’” (Br. IV. ti. 7), where the start 
is made with the word Self, and then by proving that very Self 
to be free from all attachments, it is definitely stated that the 
Self is identified with Brahman. The conclusion is also made 
accordingly: “That great birthless Self is undecaying, immortal, 
undying, fearless, and Brahman” (Br. IV. iv. 25). But in the 
Chandogya Upanisad the start is made thus, “O amiable one, 
in the beginning all this was but Existence, one without a 
second” (IV. 11. 1), where the word Self is not used, but the 
identity (of the individual and Brahman) is taught at the end 
in the words, “That thou art” (VI. viii. 7). Now the doubt 
arises, whether these two scriptural texts have the same meaning 
or not. 
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Opponent : The acceptable position is that they have different 
meanings, since the texts are dissimilar. For in a case of textual 
divergence, it is not proper to accept a similarity of meaning, 
since the meaning should be understood in accordance with the 
scripture. As for the Brhadaranyaka, it is obvious from the use 
of the word Self in the beginning that the instruction is about 
the reality of the Self. But since in the Chandogya the start is 
made in a different way, there is a dissimilarity in the instruc- 
tion. 

Vedantin: Was it not pointed out that even the Chandogya 
contains instruction about the identity of the (individual) Self 
and Brahman at the end? 

Opponent: You said so, to be sure; but since the conclusion 
must accord with the commencement, it can be considered that 
this is only a fanciful conceit of identity. 

Vedantin : That being the position, it is said: “The (supreme) 
Self is to be understood” even by the Chandogas in their text, 
“O amiable one, in the beginning all this was but Existence, one 
without a second” (Ch. VI. 1. 1); “Just as in the other 
Upanisad”—Just as the (supreme) Self is implied in the 
Brhadaranyaka text, “What is the Self?” (IV. iii. 7), so also is 
it here. 

Why? 

“Because of the subsequent instruction of identity”. 


ASMah AAT TT UI 


17. If it be argued that the rule about the conformity of the 
commencement and the conclusion leads to the idea that the 
Self is not meant, then we say that it must be so because of the 
definite statement. 


Opponent: It was pointed out that the conclusion has to 
conform to the beginning; and since the word Self is not used 
in the beginning, the Self is not meant. How would you avoid 
that difficulty? 

Vedantin : That is being stated: “It must be so because of the 
definite statement”. On account of the definite statement, the 
reasonable position here is that the Self is meant. To explain: 
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It is asserted in the text, “That by knowing which the unheard 
becomes heard, the unthought becomes thought, and the un- 
known becomes known” (Ch. VI. i. 1), that everything becomes 
known when the One is known; and then to expound this, the 
Upanisad starts with, “O amiable one, in the beginning” etc. 
That assertion becomes established if the (supreme) Self is meant 
(in the text under discussion); for else this Self, that is the 
supreme entity, remains unknown, so that the knowledge of all 
arising from the knowledge of One remains unaccomplished. 
Hence it is only from the point of view of the assertion of the 
identity (of the Self and Existence) that one can reconcile all 
such facts in the Chandogya Upanisad as the assertion of one- 
ness before creation, reference to the individual being by the 
word Self, statement of the attainment of the state of that Self 
in sleep, and the definite assertion, ““That thou art”, made again 
and again in response to (repeated) inquiry; but not so if the 
identity be merely a fanciful conceit. Besides, the argument 
about the concurrence of the conclusion with the commence- 
ment should not be raised here, for neither any statement nor 
any non-statement of the Self is in evidence in the beginning. 
And a prelude in a general form cannot be contradicted by 
any special statement in the complementary portion, since a 
general statement raises expectations about the particulars. More- 
over, the meaning of the word, “Existence”, when fully 
considered, cannot be other than the supreme Self, since all 
other things are unreal by reasons of having their origin in 
speech etc. (B. S. II. i. 14). Even difference in scriptural readings 
(i.e. forms of sentences) cannot give rise to a difference in 
purport, since no such difference of meaning is in evidence in 
the case of such sentences as, “You fetch this vessel” and “This 
vessel, you fetch”. Hence the conclusion is that although the 
process of expounding may differ in passages of this class, the 
thing expounded does not differ. 


Topic 9: ACAMANA AND MEDITATION ON PRANA 


PUACATATATAT NSH 


elq-aeqatgy Since (the rinsing of the mouth, acamana, is) 
43 


674 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (IIL. i. 18 


mentioned as a duty (already known), (it occurs here) aydq 
in connection with a new injunction. 


18. Since acamana is mentioned as a duty already recognized, 
it occurs (in the Upanisad) in connection with a fresh injunction 
(of meditation on Prana). 


Doubt : In the anecdote of Prana (vital force), the Chandogas 
as well as the Vajasaneyins mention that all that is food to the 
creatures right down to the dogs is the food of the vital force 
(Prana), and then they mention water as its cloth. Subsequently 
the Chandogas have this text, “It is for this reason indeed that 
people when eating cover it up with water just before and after 
eating’!8 (Ch. V. 11. 2). And the Vayjasaneyins have this text, 
“Therefore wise men who are versed in the Vedas sip a little 
water just before and after eating. They regard it as removing 
the nakedness of the vital force” (Br. VI. i. 14); “Hence men 
possessed of this knowledge shall sip a little water while sitting 
for a meal and sip a little water after finishing the meal. While 
doing so they shall think that they are removing the nakedness 
of this one (the vital force)” (ibid.). Here two acts are met 
with, viz sipping of water and thinking of the removal of 
Prana’s nakedness. Now it is to be considered whether both 
these acts are enjoined, or merely sipping or the thinking of the 
removal of Prana’s nakedness. What should be the conclusion 
then? 

Opponent: The conclusion is that both the acts are enjoined. 

Why? 

Since both these are obvious from the text, and since both 
these are fit to be enjoined as they are unique duties (met with 
here for the first time). Or it may be that the sipping alone is 
enjoined, since the imperative case-ending about it is clear: 
“Hence a man possessed of this knowledge shall sip a little water 
while sitting for meal, and sip a little water after finishing the 
meal”. And the declaration of the removal of nakedness is meant 
only for the eulogy of that act (of sipping). 


%*“The sipping of a little water from the palm of the hand serves as a 
cloth for Préna”—this is how it is to be fancied. 
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Vedantin: This being the position, we say that it cannot be 
logically upheld that this is an injunction about sipping, since 
the text only alludes to this duty that is already enjoined else- 
where. This act of sipping, as it is already known from the 
Smyti as an act meant for purification, is merely alluded to here. 

Opponent: Should not this (very) Vedic text form the basis 
of that Smrti? 

Vedantin: The reply is, no, since the subject-matters differ. 
The Smpti, concerned with a general subject-matter, enjoins 
sipping of water for all persons, and this act is calculated to 
purify them. But the Vedic text occurs in a context of medita- 
tion on Prana; if it should at all enjoin a rule about the sipping 
of water, it can at best do so only in connection with that 
alone. And as between a Vedic text and a Smrti text, no one 
thinks of establishing a relationship of the source and its subse- 
quent development, when they deal with different subject- 
matters. It cannot be held that this Vedic text enjoins some 
unique rule about the sipping of water in connection with the 
meditation on Prana, for it is recognized to be the already known 
sipping commonly resorted to by all men. For this very reason 
too it is not an injunction about both. Moreover, if both are 
enjoined, it will lead to a splitting of the unity of idea (that 
each sentence has). Hence after referring to the already known 
fact of sipping water by people before and after partaking of 
their meals, the present text imparts in the sentence, “While 
doing so, they think that they are removing the nakedness of 
this one” (Br. VI. i. 14), a new injunction about thinking (or 
fancying) in connection with the meditation on Praua of the 
removal of the nakedness of Préma with the water used for the 
sipping. Besides, it is not proper to hold that this statement 
about the removal of the nakedness is meant as a eulogy for 
the sipping, since the sipping is not a matter for injunction 
here, and since the imagination about the removal of nakedness 
appears on its own right as the subject-matter of the injunc- 
tion. It cannot also be argued that from such a point of view 
the same sipping will come to serve two purposes, viz that of 
purification and of a garment; for these are admitted to be two 
different acts, inasmuch as the sipping as an act in itself is 
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admitted to be meant for the purification of a man, while the 
imagination of the water, used by him for the purification, as 
a cloth for Praua, is certainly a separate act which is introduced 
for the purpose of providing a garment for Prana. Thus this is 
free from all criticism. 

As for the text, “Whatever is (known as) food for all, right 
down to dogs, worms, insects, and moths, is your food” (Br. 
VI. 1. 14), it cannot be interpreted to mean that all kinds of 
food are enjoined for use, since no such word of injunction 
is in evidence, and since this is an impossibility. But the injunc- 
tion is about looking upon everything as the food of Prana. And 
owing to association with this, it is but reasonable to maintain 
that even in the text, “water is garment”, no injunction is given 
for sipping water, but the injunction is about looking upon the 
well-known water used for sipping as the garment (of Prana); 
for there can be no such thing as half murder.'* Moreover, the 
predicate “(They) sip”, having been used in the present tense, 
cannot imply an injunction. 

Opponent: Is not the verb “(they) think” also equally used 
in the present tense? 

Vedantin: That is truly so. But if one injunction alone can 
be imparted, then from the mention of the act of covering by 
water, it follows that what is enjoined here is the unique act of 
thinking of water as the garment, but not so the sipping as it 
is the selfsame sipping already known. This is what we have 
propounded earlier. As for the argument that the imperative 
form is clearly visible in the case of sipping, that too is refuted 
on account of sipping being followed as a usual course. For this 
very reason that the sipping has not to be prescribed, the text 
of the Kanva recension stops with, “They regard it as the 
removal of the nakedness of the vital force” (Br. VI. i. 14), and 
they do not have the (additional Madhyandina) text, “Hence a 
man possessed of this knowledge” etc. Therefore in the 
Madhyandina recension also, it is to be understood that what is 
referred to by “a man having such a knowledge” is a meditation 


*“One cannot both eat the cake and have it.” The sipping cannot 
be an injunction for physical action and “all food” an injunction for 
meditation. 
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on (or imagination about) the cloth of the vital force, which is 
the relevant subject-matter and which is prescribed by taking 
for granted the sipping as a usual practice. It is not proper to 
suppose that in one place the actual sipping and at another the 
imaginary conception about the cloth is enjoined, for the trend 
of such statements as “water is the garment” is the same in both 
the places. Hence the reasonable position is that the imaginary 
conception of cloth is prescribed here and not sipping. 


Topic 10: SAME MEDITATION IN THE SAME BRANCH 


MAT TH ATA a 


aaa In the same (branch) q also vay similar (sameness of 
meditation and combination of traits) q#@fq owing to non- 
difference (of object). 


19. (The meditations) in the same branch are similarly the 
same (and their traits are to be combined) because of the non- 
difference of the object. 


Doubt: In the Vajasaneyi branch, under the topic of the 
“secret knowledge of fire”, there occurs a meditation stamped 
with the name of Sandilya (to whom it was revealed). In the 
course of this, we hear of such traits as, “He should meditate on 
the Self as identified with the mind, having the vital force as the 
body, and effulgence for appearance”. In the same branch, the 
Brhadaranyaka, again, has this text, “This being, identified with 
the mind and resplendent (is realized by the Yogins) within the 
heart like a grain of rice or barley. He is the lord of all, the 
ruler of all, and He governs whatever there is” (Br. V. vi. 1). 
The doubt arises here: Is it the same meditation and are all the 
traits found in the “secret knowledge of fire” and the Brhadaran- 
yaka to be combined? Or are the meditations different and are 
the traits to be kept apart? What should be the conclusion? 

Opponent : The conclusion is that the meditations are different 
and the traits are not to be combined. 

Why? 

So that the contingency of repetition may not arise. Having 
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considered the fact that the charge of repetition can be avoided 
by taking shelter under the plea that this repetition occurs 
owing to a difference among the students and the meditators in 
the different branches of the Vedas, it was determined that 
(despite this fact) the meditation is the same, and it was stated 
that the traits found in excess in one place are to be combined 
with the other traits (stated elsewhere) in connection with the 
anecdote of Prana etc. But in the case of the same branch, this 
(kind of) avoidance of the charge of repetition becomes impos- 
sible owing to the absence of any difference among the students 
or meditators (of the very same branch), so that the meditations, 
occurring in remote contexts, cannot be the same, And it is not 
possible to make a division to the effect that one portion of the 
scripture is meant for prescribing meditation and the other for 
prescribing attributes; for in that case dissimilar new traits alone 
would have been mentioned in different places, whereas both 
similar and dissimilar traits, as for instance “identified with the 
mind”, are prescribed at both the places. Hence the attributes 
are not to be combined reciprocally. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say: Just as it is proper 
that the meditation should be the same and the traits also should 
be combined in the different branches, so also it should be the 
case in the same branch, for the entity meditated on is non- 
different. We recognize that the very same Brahman is to be 
meditated on in both the places as possessed of the attributes of 
being “identified with the mind” etc. The entity to be meditated 
on determines the nature of the meditation; and when there is 
no difference in nature, we cannot assert that the meditations 
are different or that the attributes differ (and remain restricted) 
in consonance with the difference of the meditations. 

Opponent : Have we not to assert a difference of meditation 
in order to avoid the charge of repetition? 

Vedantin: The answer is in the negative, for a division of 
purport is reasonable, inasmuch as it involves no illogicality to 
maintain that one of the texts is meant for prescribing medita- 
tion and the other for attributes. 

Opponent: If such be the case (ie. if the Brhadaranyaka 
prescribes the attributes while the “secret teaching about fire” 
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presents the entity to be meditated on), then what is not stated 
in the “secret teaching about fire” should alone have been stated 
in the Brhadaranyaka, as for instance, “He is the lord of all” 
etc. (Br. V. vi. 1), and what is stated there, for instance, 
“Identified with the mind” etc. should not have been stated 
here. 

Vedantin : That is no defect, since it is with the help of that 
(similarity) alone that we recognize the identity of the medita- 
tion occurring elsewhere. For it is precisely through the presenta- 
tion of similar traits that “the meditation of Sandilya” occurring 
remotely (in the “secret teaching about fire”) is shown to be 
the same as the meditation here (in the Brhadaranyaka); and 
after establishing this fact, the Upanisad adds to that (earlier) 
meditation this injunction about attributes (in the Brhadaran- 
yaka). Otherwise, how can it be said that this (text in the 
Brhadadranyaka) is by way of prescribing the attributes with 
regard to that (in the other place)? Moreover, when a sentence 
can be held to have served a purpose by presenting something 
that was not known earlier, the portion therein that presents 
something already known can be logically heid to be merely 
a restatement of a known fact; thus the recognition of identity 
cannot be refuted on that score (of repetition). Hence the 
logical position here is that even though the two texts occur in 
the same branch of the Vedas, the meditation is the same, and 
the attributes are to be combined. 


Topic 11: No ComBINATION IN MEDITATION ON SATYA-BRAHMAN 


WITCH Roll 


AIPA On account of connection way (it should be) so 
aeqaq elsewhere afq also: 


20. Elsewhere also (in the case of meditation on Satya- 
Brahman), (the attributes have to be combined) as here (in the 
case of Sandilya-Vidya), on account of the very fact of con- 
nection (with the same object of meditation). 
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Doubt: In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad the beginning is 
made with “Satya!5 is Brahman” (V. v. 1); and then it is said, 
“That which is Satya is that sun—the Being who is in that orb 
and the Being who is in the right eye” (V. v. 2), where the 
particular abodes of that very Satya-Brahman is taught in the 
divine and corporeal contexts. Then after the vydbrtis (mystic 
syllables—bhib, bbuvab, and svab) are conceived of as His body 
(V. v. 3), two secret (mystic) names are taught, “His secret 
name is Ahar.” This is in the divine context (V. v. 3), “His 
secret name is Aham (I).’?6 This is in the corporeal context 
(V. v. 4). Now the doubt arises: Are these secret names to be 
understood jointly in both the places, or are they to be under- 
stood separately, one in the divine context and the other in the 
corporeal? 

Opponent: With regard to this, it is thus surmised by the 
aphorism itself: Just as in the case of the “meditation of 
Sandilya”, a combination of attributes has been spoken of 
although the meditation itself is stated separately in two places, 
similar must be the case elsewhere also where the subject- 
matter is similar; for they (the traits) are connected with the 
same meditation. For this meditation on Satya, recited under the 
divine and corporeal contexts, is but one, owing to the non- 
difference of the introduction and the mention of the two in 
an intermixed manner. Why should not an attribute mentioned 
therein belong to that very meditation? For any code of con- 
duct that is enjoined in relation to a teacher, for instance in the 
matter of serving him, is equally applicable whether he (the 
teacher) be in a village or in a forest. Hence both the secret 
teachings (about the names) are to be understood at both the 
places. 

Vedantin: This being the position (of the opponent), the 
refutation is stated in: 


% Sat means the imperceptible elements—earth, water and fire; tyat 
means air and space. So Satya means Brahman as Hiranyagarbha identify- 
ing Himself with the imperceptible five elements. 

% Ahar is derived from ban or ha meaning to kill or shun (evil); and 
Aham points to the inmost Self. 
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aT aT faatorat nei 
at Rather 4 not, faarytq because of distinction. 


21. Rather they are not to be combined on account of a 
distinction. 


Rather both the secret names are not to be added to both. 

Why? 

Because of a distinction, because they are firmly associated 
with (two) distinct places of meditation, 

Opponent : How is there an association with distinct places? 

Vedantin: The answer is this: The Upanisad introduces 
the Person (Purusa) in the divine plane with the words, “Of 
this Being who is in the solar orb” (Br. V. v. 3), and then recites, 
“His secret name is Ahar” (ibid.). Again, introducing the Being 
in the corporeal plane with the words, “Of this Being who is in 
the right eye” (Br. V. vi. 4), the Upanisad recites, “His secret 
name is Aham” (Ibid.). Now the pronominal form “of this” 
refers to a proximate object. Hence these secret names are 
taught in connection with particular abodes alone. So how can 
both be added to both the places? 

Opponent: Is not the infinite Being the selfsame entity on 
the divine and corporeal planes; for two abodes are spoken of 
with regard to the selfsame Satya-Brahman (Hiranyagarbha)? 

Vedantin : This is quite so. Yet since particular secret names 
have been taught for the same Being in relation to the particular 
modes of that Being, the names must belong to Him under 
those particular modes alone. We have a parallel instance of 
this. Although the teacher continues to be the selfsame person, 
the service rendered to him while he is seated cannot be the 
same while he keeps stancling, and what is. meant for him while 
he is standing cannot be the same when he is sitting. As for the 
illustration of the same conduct towards the teacher whether he 
be in a village or a forest, that is beside the point. Since the 
personality of the teacher does not differ in the village and the 
forest, and so no difference in the attributes associated with 
his personality is brought by the village or the forest, the 
service is the same at both the places. Hence the two secret 
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names have to be dealt with separately (by restricting each to its 
own place). 


aaafa AUN 


22. The scripture also indicates the same thing. 


Moreover, signs indicative of the separate treatment of such 
attributes are in evidence thus: “Of this one the form is the 
same as of the other one, this one has the same knuckles as the 
other one, the same name as the other one” (Ch. I. vii. 5). 

Opponent : How can this be an indicator? 

Vedantin: That is being shown: Noticing that the attributes 
differ according to the difference of the solar orb and the eye, 
and so cannot be combined with each other (naturally), the 
text resorts here to the process of extending (notionally) the 
attributes of the Being in the solar orb to the Being in the eye 
by saying, “Of this one the form is the same as of that one” 
(ibid.) etc. Hence the conclusion is that these two secret names 
are to be dealt with separately. 


Topic 12: ATTRIBUTES OF BRAHMAN IN RANAYANIYA Nor TO BE 
CoMBINED ELSEWHERE 


ar aire Sarccahy Aa: UU 


@ And a -earita—arla Unchallenged power and pervasion 
of heaven also (are not to be combined) aq: for this very 
reason. 


23. And (the attributes of Brabman such as) possession of 
unchallenged powers and pervasion of heaven are also not to be 
added to other meditations for the same reason (of association 
with special abodes). 


In the supplementary text (khila, that contains no injunction 
or prohibition) of the Ranayaniya branch (of the Sima Veda) 
occurs this passage: “The powers (of creating space etc.) have 
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Brahman alone as their source, and they are held by Brahman 
without any challenge. That pre-existing Brahman pervaded 
heaven in the beginning (even before the birth of the Gods)”, 
where mention is made of such exalted qualities of Brahman 
as possession of unchallenged powers, pervasion of heaven, and 
so on. And in their Upanisad itself are stated such meditations 
on Brahman as the “meditation of Sandilya”. When the consid- 
eration arises as to whether the exalted qualities of Brahman are 
to be added to those meditations or not and the conclusion (of 
the opponent) is that they are to be combined, since they are 
connected with Brahman, the answer (of the Vedantin) is given: 
Such exalted qualities as the possession of unchallenged powers 
and pervasion of heaven etc. are not to be combined with such 
meditations as that of Sandilya, on account of that very reason, 
viz association with special abodes. Thus in the “meditation of 
Sandilya”, the heart is spoken of as the abode of Brahman: 
“This my Self is within the heart” (Ch. III. xiv. 3). Similarly 
It is so in the meditation on the small one (Dabara-Vidy@) as 
well: “A small abode of the size of a lotus; within that is the 
small Space (Brahman)” (Ch. VIII. i. 1). But in the “meditation 
of Upakosala”, the abode is the eye: “The Being that is seen in 
the eye” (Ch. IV. xv. 1). Thus different abodes are discernible 
on the corporeal plane for these separate meditations, whereas 
the exalted qualities, such as possession of unchallenged powers 
and pervasion of heaven occur on the divine plane. How can 
these be available on the corporeal plane? 

Opponent: But the exalted qualities of the divine plane are 
heard of in connection with these as well, as for instance in, 
“Greater than heaven, greater than these worlds” (Ch. III. xiv. 
3), “This one is indeed the bestower of effulgence, for this One 
shines in all the worlds” (Ch. IV. xv. 4), “The Space within 
the heart is as vast as that other Space. Within this are included 
both heaven and earth” (Ch. VIII. i. 3), and so on. Moreover, 
there are also other meditations on Brahman, unassociated with 
any special abode, such as on Brahman having sixteen digits. 

Vedantin : This is truly so. Yet there is a special reason here 
for not combining the attributes like the possession of unchal- 
lenged powers. The reasonable position is that when the mention 
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of similar attributes calls up to memory (i.e. establishes the 
identity of) the meditations occurring at remote places, then the 
attributes occurring at remote places have to be taken together. 
But the attributes like the possession of unchallenged powers, 
and the attributes mentioned in connection with the texts of 
such meditations as that of Sandilya are mutually incompatible, 
and hence they cannot call up (i.e. establish the sameness of) 
the meditations occurring in remote contexts. Besides, it cannot 
be said that by reason of a mere connection with Brahman, a 
meditation occurring in a remote context can be called up; for 
that logic can apply even in a case of actual difference of 
meditations. The settled conclusion is that even though 
Brahman is the same, It can be meditated on differently in 
accordance with a. difference of the exalted qualities; for differ- 
ences are noticeable in the cases of meditations with such 
qualities as “being higher than the high and greater than the 
great” (in the case of the same Udgitha—Vide B. S. III. ii. 7). 
Hence the attributes of possessing unchallenged powers etc. are 
not to be combined with such meditations as that of Sandilya. 


Topic 13: Purusa-Vipyas in CHANDOGYA AND TAITTIRIYA 


TaN Aa AAA, UB 


@ And (the traits of the Purusa-Vidya are not to be added to 
the Taittiriyaka conception) qareaTaTq because: of not having 
been recited gq as yaeAryin other branches qea-farerany in the 
course of Purusa-Vidya (i.e. thinking about the aspirant). 


24. And the characteristics of the Purusa-Vidya are not to be 
added to the Taittiriyaka because they have not been recited 
there as it is done in the course of the Purusa-Vidya in other 
branches. 


Doubt : Both in the brabmana portions of the Tandins and the 
Paingins, dealing with secret teachings, occurs the meditation 
on purusa (lit. man, i.e. the aspirant himself). There the aspirant 
is imagined to be a sacrifice; the whole span of his life 1s divided 
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into three parts and are conceived of as the three periods of a 
sacrifice (i.e. savanas, during which the Soma juice is extracted); 
his hankering for food and so on are imagined to be initiation 
for a sacrifice and so on; and some other characteristics, such as 
prayer and utterance of mantras are also met with there (Ch. 
III. xvi. 1-6). The Taittiriyakas also conceive of some sort of 
purusa-sacrifice in the section starting with, “Of that very man 
of knowledge, fancied as the sacrifice, the soul is the sacrificer, 
faith is the wife” etc. (Tai. A. VI. li. 1., Nara. 80). With 
regard to this, the doubt, arises: Are the characteristics of the 
purusa-sacrifice, as stated elsewhere, to be added to those met 
with in the Taittiriyaka, or are they not? 

Vedantin: When the possibility of combination arises from 
the fact of both being pzrusa-sacrifices, we say that the charac- 
teristics are not to be combined. 

Why? 

Since we fail to recognize the one to be of the same form 
as the other. That is why the teacher (Vydsa) says, “As in the 
purusa-meditation” (in the Chandogya Upanisad) etc. The text 
about the meditation on purusa, as it occurs in some, viz the 
Taittiriya branch, is not the same as found in some other 
branches, viz of the Paitigins and Tandins. For in the Taittiriya, 
the conception of the purzusa as a sacrifice is seen to be dissimilar 
to that of the others, inasmuch as the latter enumerate a different 
series consisting of the wife, the sacrificer, Veda, the altar, a 
bundle of KuSa grass, the sacrificial stake, the ghee, the sacrificial 
animal, the priests, and others.17 As for the conception of the 
savanas, that too differs from others, inasmuch as their text is, 
“Those which are afternoon, morning, and noon are the 
savanas” (Nara. 80), (whereas the Tandins conceive of the life 
span as such). As for the similarities of the conception of death 


“Of that very sacrifice of the man of knowledge, the soul is the 
sacrificer, faith is the wife, the body is the fuel, the chest the altar, the 
bundle of Kzsa is the tuft of hair on the head; the heart is the sacrificial 
stake, desire is ghee, anger is the animal, austerity is fire, the quietening 
self-control is daksina (payment to the priests), speech is the priest called 
Hota (pourer of the oblation), Prana is the priest Udgata, the eye is the 
priest Adhvaryu, the mind is the Brahma (Tai. A. VI. lii. 1). 
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as the final bath marking the end of the sacrifice, and so on, 
these are so few that they are overridden by a host of differ- 
ences, and as such cannot bring about a recognition of identity. 
Moreover, in the Taittirtyaka, the purusa is not spoken of as a 
sacrifice, the text there being “of this sacrifice of the man of 
knowledge”; and the sixth case-endings there (in vidusab 
yajnasya) are not used in apposition conveying the sense of 
“the man who is the sacrifice”. For the purusa (aspiring man) 
cannot be a sacrifice in the primary sense. The sixth case- 
endings are used here in a non-appositional (non-co-ordinate) 
sense, meaning thereby “of the sacrifice of the man of 
knowledge”. For a man can have a relation with a sacrifice in 
the primary sense; and when there is a possibility of the primary 
sense, that alone should be accepted and not any secondary 
sense. And in the sentence “the soul is the sacrificer” (see foot- 
note) the text speaks of the man as the sacrificer, thereby show- 
ing that the sacrificer is related with the sacrifice in a non- 
appositional sense. Moreover, in the face of the text “of the 
sacrifice of that very man of knowledge” (see foot-note), which 
restates something which is assumed to be already known, 
should anyone hold that the man is identified with the sacrifice 
and that the soul etc. are identified with the sacrificer and 
others, he will open himself to the charge of splitting up the 
same text into two. Besides, when it is noticed that in the earlier 
text the knowledge of the Self, in association with the renuncia- 
tion of (everything), is taught and then it is stated in a regular 
sequence, “of this very man of knowledge” etc., we understand 
that this text is complementary to the earlier text and not an 
independent one. So also we notice that the same result is shown 
for both the sections, which is, “He attains the greatness of 
Brahman” (Tai. A. VI. Jii. 1). But in the case of other (Chand- 
ogya) branches, the meditation on purusa is presented inde- 
pendently of (and not as complementary to) any other, and it 
has for its result the prolongation of life, for it is said in that 
very connection, “He who meditates thus lives for a hundred 
and sixteen years”. Hence the prayer, mantras, etc., spoken of 
in those other branches as the characteristics of the meditation 
on purusa, are not to be added to the Taittiriyaka. 
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Topic 14: NON-COMBINATION OF DISPARATE TRAITS 


THTAAAATT UR 


aq-atfe Piercing etc. (are not to be combined) ay-Farq 
since their purports are disparate. 


25. Piercing etc. are not to be applied in meditation, since 
(the mantras of piercing etc. are) disparate in purport. 


At the commencement of the Upanisad of the Atharva Veda 
is found the mantra, “O deity, destroy my enemy by piercing 
his body all over—specially by piercing the heart, separating the 
veins and arteries, breaking up his skull all around. Let my 
enemy be disintegrated thus in three ways” etc. The mantra 
occurring in the text of the Tandins is: “O god Sun, get the 
sacrifice accomplished” etc. The mantra of the Satydyanins is, 
“O Indra of the white horse, and having a blue hue like 
sapphire” etc. Of the Kathas and the Taittiriyakas it is, “Let 
Mitra (Sun) be benign to us, let Varuna be benign to us” etc. 
(Tai. I. i. 1). But for the Vajasaneyins the Upanisad is preceded 
by the Pravargya Brabmana thus: “In days of yore, the gods 
made up their minds to perform a satra” (a sacrifice lasting from 
13 to 100 days) etc. For the Kausitakins also the Agnistoma 
Brabmana is read before the commencement of the Upanisad 
thus: “Brahman Itself is the Agnistoma sacrifice; the day in 
which it is performed is also Brahman Itself. Therefgre those 
who resort to this sacrifice every day, attain immortality” (i.e. 
supreme Brahman, in due course) etc. Now we have to consider 
whether all these santras, counting from, “O deity, destroy my 
enemy” etc., and all the rites counting from Pravargya are to 
be combined with the meditations or they are not. What is 
then the conclusion that dawns on us? 

Opponent: These are to be added to the meditations, 

Why? 

Because these occur in the proximity of the Upanisadic texts 
in which meditations predominate. 

Objection: But we do not perceive these to have been pre- 
scribed (by any injunction) for use in meditation. 
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Opponent: Truly so; but though they are not perceived to 
be so, we infer. this on the strength of proximity. For in a case 
where proximity gives some purpose to a sentence, it is not 
proper to leave it floating in the air capriciously. 

Objection: But we do not notice any indication in these 
mantras suggestive of the use of these things in meditation. And 
how can we understand such rites as the Pravargya to be meant 
for use in meditation also when they are palpably enjoined for 
some other purpose? 

Opponent: That creates no difficulty, inasmuch as we can 
infer on the strength of the use of the term brdaya (heart) that 
these 2zantras have some applicability in connection with medita- 
tions as well. For the heart, etc. are very often taught as the 
places etc. for meditation. In that way, the mantras “piercing the 
heart” and so on, can very justifiably become contributory 
factors in meditation. And as a matter of fact, such mantras as, 
“I attain the earth by this one, by this one, by this one” (Ch. 
III. xv. 3), and so on, are seen to be used in meditations. Hence, 
even though the rites like Pravargya are used in other contexts, 
there is nothing contradictory in their being used in meditation, 
just as the Brhaspati-sava (sacrifice) is used in course of the 
Vajapeya.1§ 

Vedéntin : This being the position, we say that these are not 
to be combined with the meditations. 

Why? 

“Since (the zantras about) piercing ett, are disparate in 
purport.” The purports, namely piercing etc. of the heart and 
so on, that are conveyed by such mantras as, “pierce the 
heart”, are disparate, that is to say, they are disconnected with 
the meditations spoken of in the Upanisads, so that they have 
no capacity to combine with them. 

Opponent: We surely propounded earlier that the heart etc. 
are connected with meditations, and through them, these also 
become connected with meditations. 

Vedantin: The answer is, no. All that could be imagined 


* The Brhaspati-sava leads to the attainment of Brabmavarcas. Yet 
though having an independent result, it is also enjoined as a part of the 
Vajapeya sacrifice. 
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somehow in this way would be the appropriateness of the men- 
tion of the heart alone; but the mantra here does not mean the 
heart alone; for the meaning as a whole of this mantra, viz 
“piercing the heart, separating the veins”, and so on, cannot be 
connected with the meditations; for it purports to serve as a 
magic spell for a malevolent purpose. Hence the mantra, 
“Piercing his body all over”, and so on is connected with some 
malevolent rite. Similarly from the text “O god Sun, accomplish 
the sacrifice”, which bears the imprint of the accomplishment 
of the sacrifice, it would appear that it is connected with a rite. 
As for the particular form of that connection, it is to be known 
from some other valid source, So also is the conclusion with 
regard to the other mantras which are known from some indica- 
tion, explicit words, or some other valid means of knowledge 
to be applicable for other purposes. Even though they may be 
read of in the Upanisadic parts, they do not form a part of 
those meditations on the ground of mere proximity. For the 
relative unimportance of proximity in comparison with explicit 
text etc. has been stated in Pirva-Mimarmsa in “As among 
explicit statement, indication (or word capacity), syntactical 
connection, context, order, and name, when any two of them 
are at variance with regard to anything, the succeeding one is 
weaker than the earlier, since the succeeding one is put at a 
disadvantage by the predecessor as regards the meaning 
implied.’ (Jai. Su, TID. iti. 13). So also the rites like Pravargya, 
which have their application elsewhere, have no scope in the 
sphere of meditation; for these have nothing in common with 
meditation etc. As for the Brhaspati-sava, its application as an 
addendum to Vajapeya is gathered clearly from, “After per- 
forming the Vajapeya sacrifice one shall perform the Brhaspati- 
sava”. Moreover, this single rite Pravargya, enjoined only once, 
has been assigned by a more powerful valid means of knowledge 
to other rites (viz Jyotistoma etc.), and hence it cannot be 
assigned elsewhere (to meditation) by a weaker means of 
knowledge (e.g. proximity, order). This would have beer the 


*For getting at the meaning, the succeeding means of knowledge 
depends on the earlier and not vice versa. 


44 
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case if the predominance of any one of the two means of 
knowledge were not obvious, But as between two strong and 
weak means of knowledge, it is not possible to have that kind of 
absence of distinction as regards predominance, for strength and 
weakness themselves constitute that distinction. Hence from the 
mere fact of the proximity of the texts, it is not proper to jump 
to the conclusion that either santras or rites of this kind form 
part and parcel of meditations. Rather one should remain content 
with the fact that the textual proximity occurs on account of 
some common feature of both, namely that they are recited 
together by people who retire to the forest. 


Topic 15: REJECTION AND Reception or Me_nrir 


SM TUAATSAGCA, PUTSGACT CAP MASE URE 


q But grat when the rejection (is mentioned, acceptance also 
is implied) yq-saa-ase-eecaqTq it being connected with the 
correlative term Pa: -Hra:-TAlI-IIITTAT-AT as in the case of kusas 
(wooden sticks), metres, praise, and recitation, qq that ww] 
has been stated. 


26. But where only the rejection of virtue .and vice is spoken 
of, the reception of these by others has to be inferred, on 
account of the term reception being a counter-correlative of 
rejection. And this is on the analogy of kusas, metres, praise, 
and recitation, as has been explained (by Jaimini). 


Doubt : The Tandins have this Upanisadic text: “Like a horse 
becoming clean by shaking away its (dead) hair (along with 
dust), or the moon becoming bright by freeing itself from the 
mouth of Rahu (who causes an eclipse), I shall cast off (ie. 
become free from identity with) the body, and becoming 
identified with the ever-existing Self, I shall attain the world of 
Brahman” (Ch. VIII. xii. 1). So also those belonging to the 
Atharva-Veda have the text, “Then the illumined one com- 
pletely shakes off both virtue and vice, becomes taintless, and 
attains absolute equality” (Mu. III. i. 3.).2° Similarly the Satya- 


"Some editions quote Mu. III. i. 8. 
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yanins have this text: “His sons inherit his properties, the 
friends his virtuous deeds, and the enemies his vicious deeds”. 
Similarly also the Kausitakins have, “He shakes off both virtues 
and vices; his beloved relatives get his virtues and his hated 
relatives his vices” (Kau. I. 4). Thus it is seen that in some 
texts virtues and vices are spoken of as being rejected; in some 
texts as being shared separately by the people loved and hated; 
and in some texts both acceptance and rejection are spoken of. 

Opponent: As to that, if both the facts are clearly stated, we 
have nothing to say. Where the acceptance alone is spoken of, 
but not the rejection, there also the rejection is to be understood 
through “presumptive implication”; for when one’s good and 
evil deeds are received by others, their (earlier) rejection 
becomes a necessity. But where rejection alone is spoken of and 
not acceptance, and the doubt arises whether the acceptance 
will take place or not, the conclusion is that it will not take 
place, since it is not heard of, and since what is heard of in 
another branch belongs to some other kind of meditation. 
Moreover, the rejection of the virtues and vices is by the 
actor himself, whereas their acceptance is by others; now 
how can rejection imply any acceptance where both these 
are not connected inevitably? Hence acceptance is not implied 
in a case of (mere) rejection. 

Vedantin : This being the position, the answer is given in the 
aphorism, “But where only the rejection of virtue and vice is 
spoken of” etc. Even if rejection alone be heard of in a text, 
acceptance should become added to it, since it forms a counter- 
part of rejection; and in the Kausitaki Upanisad, the word 
“acceptance” is heard of as a correlative of “rejection”. Hence ac- 
ceptance follows as a matter of course even at other places where 
the word “rejection” alone is heard of. As for the argument that 
the one does not follow the other, because it has not been men- 
tioned by the Upanisad, because it is included in some other 
meditation, and because there is no inevitable connection, that 
is being answered: This pronouncement of restriction?! would 


#*When the conceptions differ, the. traits remain confined to their 
contexts; but when the conceptions are the same, they are combined. 
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be right in a case where something to be done has been spoken 
of at one place and then it is sought to be extended somewhere 
else. But neither rejection nor acceptance is here declared as 
something to be undertaken, they being spoken of only for the 
sake of praising knowledge thus: This knowledge of Brahman 
is so glorious that by its power are shaken off good and evil 
from the enlightened man, even though they are the causes of 
transmigration; and then they get lodgement in his friends and 
foes (respectively). Since this declaration is made by way of 
praise, and since acceptance is mentioned in some texts as occur- 
ring immediately after rejection, the aphorist thinks that in 
other texts also, wherever there is a mention of rejection, 
acceptance will also follow consequentially, so that the eulogy 
may be complete. It is a well-known fact that one corroborative 
statement (Arthavdda) derives its application by drawing on 
another, as for instance such passages as, “The yonder sun is 
the twenty-first counting from this earth” (Ch. II. x. 5), and 
others. How can it be asserted here that the sun is the twenty- 
first in order unless one draws upon the other corroborative 
statement contained in the text, “The months are twelve, the 
seasons are five, these worlds are three, and that sun is the 
twenty-first”? Similarly in the cases of the corroborative state- 
ments like, “The two ¢tristubhbs (metres of that name) are 
conceived of for the sake of endowing (the sacrifice, which 
is thought of as a person) with organs”, it is noticed that one 
has to draw upon such other corroborative texts as, “Then organ 
is indeed the tristubba”. The statement about “acceptance” being 
meant as a (corroborative) eulogy for knowledge, one must not 
worry oneself too much over the problem as to how the good 
and evil of one can be taken over by others. And by using the 
word “term” in “on account of the term reception being a 
counter-correlative of rejection”, the aphorist indicates that the 
succession of acceptance after rejection is mentioned merely 
for the sake of eulogy; for if the combination of the character- 
istics had been meant, it would have been stated that the “thing 
igself (viz virtue) denoted by the word acceptance follows the 
“thing” (viz vice) denoted by the word rejection. (As a matter 
of fact, he speaks of “term” and not “thing”). Hence in the 
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course of the discussion about the combination of characteristics, 
this aphorism occurs (as a side issue) by way of showing the 
process of combining the corroborative passages, 

The portion, “on the analogy of kuSas (i.e. wooden sticks for 
keeping count of the hymns sung), metres, praise, and recita- 
tion” is stated by way of citing illustrations. Thus in the text 
of the Bhillavins, “O kuSas, you have been fashioned from the 
great trees. Such as you are, you protect me (the sacrificer)”, we 
hear of the origin of the kusas from great trees in a general way; 
but according to the text of the Satyayanins, viz “The KzsSas 
are made of the Audumbara tree”, where a specific mention 
occurs, the kuwsSas made of the Audumbara wood are resorted to. 
Or take another illustration: In some texts about the metres of 
the gods (having more than nine syllables to a quarter) and the 
metres of Asuras (with nine syllables only to a quarter), when 
the possibility arises of their being used indiscriminately either 
first or last, the decision is taken according to the text of the 
Paingins which says, “The metres of the gods have precedence” 
There is still another illustration: When in some text no partic- 
ular time for the chanting of the hymn meant for taking up the 
vessel called Sodasin (in the course of the Atiratra sacrifice) is 
in evidence, the particular time is ascertained from the text, 
“Near about the time of the sunrise, the hymn is to be chanted”, 
which occurs in the scriptural statement in the Rg-Veda. There 
is also this other illustration: In some texts the chanting of 
hymns is prescribed for the priests in general; but according 
to the special mention in the text of the Bhallavins that the 
Adhvaryu 1s not to sing, he is left out. The idea conveyed (by 
these illustrations) is that just as in the cases of these kvSa etc., 
the special characteristic has to be borrowed from other texts, 
so also must “receiving” be combined with “rejection”. For 
unless the special characteristic mentioned in one Vedic text, 
be accepted in another, it will lead to an option (alternativeness) 
everywhere; but that is improper where there is a way out. 
Hence it has been said in the Pirva-Mimarmnsa (Jai. Si. X. viii. 
15), “What is really meant is the ruling out of the other in 
conformity with the complementary passage, for if a simple 


694 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (IIT. iii. 26 


negation be the meaning it will lead to alternativeness which is 
a defect”.22 (This is the first interpretation). 

Or the alternative interpretation is this: With regard to these 
very texts about “(vidhiinana) shaking”, the point to be consid- 
ered is whether by this mention of “shaking” is conveyed the 
idea of rejection (i.e. shaking off) of good and evil or some- 
thing else. 

Opponent: As to that, the conclusion to be drawn is that the 
verb “to shake (dhbi)” does not mean rejection, since grammar 
says that the root dhin is used in the sense of fluttering, as it is 
seen in such expressions as, “The tips of the flags flutter”, when 
the tips of the flags are moved by wind. Hence by vidhinana 
is Meant causing disturbance, and that disturbance means the 
prevention of good and evil results from their fruition, they 
being kept in abeyance for some time. 

Vedantin: After propounding the opponent’s view thus, the 
answer has to be given: It is but proper that this word vidha- 
nana should mean rejection, since it has as its complementary 
the word acceptance. For unless the good and evil accruing to 
somebody be discarded by him, they cannot be received by 
another. Although it is not possible for the good and evil of 
one to be received by another in the proper sense, still in 
accordance with the fact that it has been declared so by the 
Upanisad, it can be ascertained that rejection itself is denoted 
by vidhinana, And even though this reception is heard of 


“It is enjoined that the mantra, “We also perform the sacrifice” is to 
be used in all the sacrifices; and it is also enjoined that in an Anuyaja 
this mantra is not to be used. Somebody may, however, conclude that 
since an Anuyaja is also a sacrifice, the #zantra should be used there; and 
this will give rise to an alternativeness, The conclusion is that the injunc- 
tion is not a simple negation, but a restriction—the mantra is to be used 
in all sacrifices other than an Anuyaja., 

Or—In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice it is enjoined; “The 
initiated man (diksita) shall not offer any gift, shall not perform any 
sacrifice, shall not cook”. But this contradicts the injunction that “one 
has to perform the Agnihotra sacrifice as long as one lives.” Hence the 
meaning is not a simple negation in the first sentence, but rather “A man 
other than a diksita shall perform the sacrifice etc.” 

By this interpretation, the optional use in either case is avoided. 
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only in some particular context, in the proximity of vidhinana 
(shaking off), it becomes a determining factor everywhere in 
the matter of ascertaining the meaning by supplying a lacuna 
in all those places, even as it is by the Vedic passages in the 
cases of the kuSas, metres, praise, and recitation. Moreover, it 
is not possible to shake virtue and vice like the tip of a flag, 
since they are not material substances. Again (in the case of) 
the horse, when it discards the dust by shaking its hair, it also 
“shakes off” its old hair; and the brabmana text is, “Shaking off 
sin like a horse shaking off its hair” (Ch. VIII. xiii. 1). Since a 
verbal root can have many meanings, there is no contradiction 
with grammar. The portion taduktam has been already 
explained. 


Topic 16: DiscARDING VIRTUE AND VICE AT DEATH 


API ACSATATATAAT WT UM 


arerag While departing (from the body) aqeq-srarate since 
nothing remains to be attained fe for qagt so aa others (say). 


27. (A man of knowledge gets rid of virtue and vice) at the 
timte of death, since nothing remains to be attained. For thus it 
is that others (i.e. the followers of the other branches) state. 


The Kausitakins mention in connection with the Paryanka- 
Vidya that the aspirant gets rid of his virtue and vice even while 
going along the path of the gods to Brahman, seated on a 
paryanka (couch). The start is made with, “He attains this path 
of the gods and then arrives at the world of Fire” (Kau. I. 3), 
and then it is said, “He arrives at the river Viraja, which he 
crosses by the mind alone, thereby (i.e. as a result of crossing) 
shaking off virtue and vice” (Kau. I. 4). As regards this, should 
the text be understood in its obvious sense, implying the separa- 
tion from virtue-and vice on the way itself, or does this separa- 
tion occur even at the beginning when one moves out of the 
body? When this consideration arises and when on the textual 
authority it appears that the obvious meaning should be 
accepted, the aphorist says, “A man of knowledge gets rid of 
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virtue and vice at the time of death” etc. That is to say, the 
aphorist asserts that at the very time of death, at the time of 
moving away from the body, occurs this discarding of virtue 
and vice as a result of the power of knowledge. The reason is 
given in, “since nothing remains to be attained” inasmuch as a 
man, who has left for the other world, and who wants to attain 
Brahman through illumination, can have nothing to attain in the 
interregnum through the help of virtue and vice, for the sake 
of which it can be imagined that virtue and vice linger intact 
for a while. As a matter of fact, however, they get sublated by 
the power of knowledge, since their result is opposed to that 
of the latter. And that sublation should occur as soon as know- 
ledge is ready to yield its result. Hence though this destruction 
of virtue and vice really occurs earlier (at the time of death), 
it is stated later (in the Kausitaki). Thus it is that others, viz the 
Tandins and the Satyayanins read of this discarding of virtue 
and vice as occurring at the earlier state itself in, “Having shaken 
off sin like a horse shaking off its hair” (Ch. VIII. xiii. 1), “His 
sons inherit his properties, the friends his good deeds, and the 
foes his bad deeds”. 


Grad TAaaetaT USN 


say-afavrang Since there is no conflict between the two 
texts (as also between cause and effect) @raq: (on the admis- 
sion that virtue and vice can be destroyed) by voluntary 
practices. 


28. As there is no conflict between the two (1.e. two texts, or 
cause and effect) on the admission that destruction results from 
voluntary effort, (therefore such effort must take place before 
death). 


If it be the case that the destruction of good and evil has to be 
admitted in the middle of the course for an aspirant who has 
departed from the body and is on his journey along the path 
of the gods, then since, after the death of the body, he cannot 
undertake at will such human efforts as yama, niyama (self- 
control and regulated conduct), pursuit of knowledge, etc., on 


III. iii. 29] BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA 697 


which such attenuation of virtue and vice depends, the destruc- 
tion of good and evil, resulting from such human effort, cannot 
be reasonably upheld as happening midway. Hence such means 
have to be practised voluntarily at an earlier period during the 
stage of aspiration; and it is to be noticed that the attenuation of 
virtue and vice results from that alone. In this way the cause and 
effect can be brought into logical relationship and the texts of 
the Tandins and Satyayanins can be reconciled. 


Topic 17: PAtus oF THOsE WHo Know Or Do Nor Know 
THE QUALIFIED BRAHMAN 


Taare saa fe farther: We 


j Purposefulness q@: of the (soul’s) course (after 
death) gaqeat (is) in two (different) ways, fg because aaqat 
otherwise fazry: (will arise) contradiction. 


29. The souls course after death must have purposefulness 
in two ways, for else it will lead to contradiction. 


Doubt : In some texts the path of the gods is heard of in the 
proximity of the discarding of virtue and vice; but in other 
texts it is not. So the doubt arises as to whether the path of the 
gods will follow for all invariably after such destruction of good 
and evil or it will follow differentially (in different cases), 
emerging sometimes and sometimes not (for the followers of 
the qualified and non-qualified Brahman respectively). 

Opponent: As to that, just as the reception of virtue and vice 
follows in all cases of their rejection, so also should the path of 
the gods follow everywhere. 

Vedantin: Faced with this conclusion, we say, “The soul’s 
course after death must have purposefulness in two ways”, that 
is to say, it should emerge differentially (in accordance with the 
knowledge of Brahman with or without attributes), the course 
being sometimes available and sometimes not; but it is not avail- 
able invariably. Otherwise if the course be available uniformly 
for all, it will lead to a contradiction; for instance, any path 
leading to some region will stand opposed to the Upanisadic 
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text, “shakes off both virtue and vice, becomes taintless and 
attains absolute equality” (Mu. III. i. 3). For how can the taint- 
less one, who has no motion, reach a different region? His goal 
is absolute unity which is not contingent on reaching some 
other world, so that according to us any course to be followed 
is meaningless in this context. 


STARA SA PAT Roll 


(This 1s) gqqa; reasonable, A-BAT -VY- ey because facts, 
indicative of (a soul’s journey), are met with, st#aq as is the 
case in common life. 


30. This (differentiation) is reasonable, for facts indicative of 
a soul’s journey are met with (in the case of meditation on the 
qualified Brabman alone), just as (much as such a difference is) 
met with in common life. 


And this possibility of having two aspects, that is to say, 
the fact that the course is purposeful in some cases, but not so 
in others, is quite intelligible, since the “facts indicative of such 
a journey are met with”. For facts implying the need of a journey 
are discernible in such meditations on the qualified Brahman as 
the Paryanka-Vidyd; for in that connection are mentioned many 
results such as ascending the couch, conversation with Brahman 
seated on the couch, and experience of special kinds of fra- 
grance, etc., which are achievable only by going to a different 
region (i.e. Brahmaloka). The journey of the soul has a meaning 
there; but in the case of full illumination, no such fact indicative 
of such a journey is in evidence. For the men who realize the 
unity of the Self, whose desires all become fulfilled, who get all 
the seeds of evil burnt away even while living, have nothing 
else to look for except the exhaustion through experience of all 
the residual karmas that have begun to vield their results in the 
present bodies. In their case a journey is meaningless. And this 
division is to be understood in the same way as it exists in the 
world. “‘Just as in common life” one has to take the help of a road 
leading from one place to another when he wants to reach a 
village, but not so when he wants to get cured, even so is the 
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case here. We shall deal with this more elaborately in the Fourth 
Chapter. 


Topic 18: THe Paty or Gops Is ror ALL WorSHIPPERS OF 
QUALIFIED BRAHMAN 


afraa: aatarafacte: seaATARATy 113 8h 


afaaaq: Non-restriction; yafarq (applies) equally to all (medi- 
tations); afazry: there is no contradiction, Tsq-ATATATAT as 
is known from Vedic and Smrti texts. 


31. (The journey of the souls along the path of the gods 1s) 
not restricted (to any particular meditation). It applies to all 
meditations (on the qualified Brabman). This involves no 
contradiction as is known from Upanisadic and Smrti texts (lit. 
direct text and inference). 


Doubt: It has been said that the soul’s journey has a meaning 
in a context of meditations on the qualified Brahman, but not so 
in the realization of the absolute Brahman. As for meditations 
on the qualified Brahman, a journey is mentioned in connection 
with some, as for instance, the Paryanka-Vidya, the meditation 
on the five fires (pavicdgni), the meditation of Upakosala, and 
the meditation on the small space (dabara), but not so in con- 
nection with others, as for instance the meditation on the 
essence (madhu), the meditation of Sandilya, the meditation on 
Brahman with sixteen digits (sodaSakala), and the meditation on 
Vaisvanara. With regard to this the doubt arises: Should the 
soul’s journey be considered to be restricted to those meditations 
only where it is mentioned, or should it be accepted in connec- 
tion with all the meditations of this class? What is the conclusion 
then? 

Opponcut: Restriction. The context being the determining 
factor, the journey should be accepted only where it is heard 
of. For if the journey heard of in one context be extended to 
another meditation, then the authority of the Upanisadic texts 
etc. will be stultified on account of everything becoming 
acceptable everywhere. Moreover, the selfsame course starting 
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with light (i.e. the path of the gods) is read of equally in the 
meditation on the five fires and the meditation of Upakosala. 
Now, if it were meant for all, this repetition would have been 
meaningless. Hence restriction is to be accepted. 

Vedantin : This being the position, the aphorist says, “There 
is no restriction” etc. The path of the gods should pertain to all 
the meditations on the qualified Brahman, calculated as they are 
to lead to good fortune (i.e. Brahmaloka). 

Opponent : Was it not pointed out that unless a restriction is 
admitted, it will lead to a contradiction of the context? 

Vedantin: ‘There is no such contradiction, on account of 
direct text and inference,” that is to say, the Upanisads and 
Smrtis. As for the Upanisadic texts, we have this on this point: 
“Among the qualified people, those who know (meditate) thus 
(reach the path of light)” (Ch. V. x. 1), which introduces the 
path of the gods for people meditating on the five fires; and 
then it is shown in the text, “And those who, while living in the 
forest, meditate thus on faith and austerity” (ibid.), that those 
others who practise other kinds of meditation, follow the same 
path as the meditators on the five fires. 

Opponent: How, again, is it known that this text declares 
the same path for others following other kinds of meditation, 
that path being possible only for those who have faith and 
austerity, those alone having been mentioned there? 

Vedantin : That is no defect, for this path cannot be attained 
through mere faith and austerity, in the absence of the strength 
of knowledge (i.e. meditation), since another Vedic text 
declares, “Through knowledge (i.e. deep meditation) they 
ascend to that region from where all desires are turned back; 
the people treading the southern path do not reach there, nor 
do the unenlightened men of austerity”. Hence meditations, 
other than that on the five fires, are indicated by the words 
“faith and austerity”. The Vajasaneyins, moreover, have this in 
connection with the meditation on the five fires, “those who 
know this as such, and those others who meditate with faith 
upon Satya” (Br. VI. 11. 15), which should be explained to mean, 
“those people of faith who meditate on Satya-Brahman”, the 
word satya being frequently used for Brahman. Again, the 


IIT. 111. 32] BRAHMA -SUOTRA - BHASYA 701 


people meditating on the five fires having been referred to by 
the clause “those who know thus” (Ch. V. x. 1), others who 
engage in other kinds of meditation should be the people men- 
tioned here in the second clause (ibid.). Again, since the text, 
“while those others who do not know those two ways become 
insects and moths, and these frequently biting things (gnats and 
mosquitos)” (Br. VI. iit. 16), shows the painful lowly state of 
those who deviate from these two paths (of the gods and manes), 
therefore it thereby includes these (meditators) within the paths 
of the gods and manes. There again they attain the path of the 
gods as an effect of excellence in meditation (and the path of 
the manes as a result of karma). The Smrti also says, “those two 
paths of light and darkness are there for this world through 
eternity; going by the one a man never returns, while going 
by the other he has to come back” (Gita, VIII. 26). As for the 
description of the path of the gods, starting from light, twice 
in the meditation of Upakosala and the meditation on the five 
fires, that is meant for enjoining meditation even on the path 
itself.23 Hence there is no restriction (of the path of the gods 
to any particular meditation). 


Topic 19: PEopLe wirn A Mission 


aaataaraatertactaaiearny sz 


For people with a mission aafeyfa: there is 
(corporeal) existence ataq-afaatay as long as the mission 
demands it. 


32. Those who have a mission to fulfil continue in the cor- 
poreal state as long as the mission demands it. 


Doubt : It is being considered whether the man of knowledge 
does or does not get another body after the existing one dies. 

Objection: When knowledge, which is the means to libera- 
tion, comes to fruition, it is out of place to consider whether 


“Tt is known from the context that the meditation on the path is a 
part of the main meditation. 
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liberation is accomplished or not. For it is not possible to start 
cogitating whether food can be got ready when all the mate- 
rials for cooking are already in hand; nor is it doubted whether 
a man’s hunger will be appeased even when he has started eating. 

Doubt: This consideration, however, is appropriate since 
it is seen from the histories and mythologies that some men of 
illumination get rebirth. Thus it is mentioned in the Smrti that 
an ancient seer and Vedic teacher named Apantaratamas was 
born under Visnu’s direction as Krsna-dvaipayana, at the junc- 
ture of the two ages of Kali and Dvapara. And Vasistha, though 
a mind-born son of Brahma, lost his previous body owing to a 
curse of Nimi, and was again born of Mitra-Varuna, at the 
behest of Brahma. It is also mentioned in the Smprti that 
Bhrgu and others, who were mind-born sons of Brahma 
himself, were reborn from the sacrifice of Varuna. Sanat- 
kumara, who was also a mind-born son of Brahma, was 
reborn as Skanda as a result of his granting a boon to Rudra. 
So also in the Smfti are met with many anecdotes of the rebirth 
of Daksa, Narada, and others owing to various reasons. In the 
miantra and corroborative portions of the Vedas also such facts 
are very often met with. Some had rebirth after the original 
bodies fell, whereas others took up other bodies in accordance 
with the process of entering several bodies simultaneously by 
virtue of their power of Yoga, even while retaining their own 
original bodies. And all of them are mentioned in the Smptis as 
having the realization of all the truths presented by the Vedas. 
Thus from noticing the rebirth of all of them the conclusion 
seems to be that the knowledge of Brahman sometimes produces 
liberation and sometimes not. 

Vedantin : That being the position, the answer is being given: 
It is not so, since the corporeal existence of Apantaratamas and 
others, engaged in the mission of encompassing the well-being 
of the world through such works as the promulgation of the 
Vedas and so on, is regulated by the mission itself. Just as the 
divine Sun after fulfilling his mission in the universe for a 
thousand ages, will at the end attain liberation, free from rising 
and setting, as it is declared in the Upanisadic text, “then after 
that (when his mission is fulfilled), he (the sun) will ascend 


IIL, iti. 32] BRAHMA -SUOTRA - BHASYA 703 


higher up (as Brahman) not to rise and set again, but he will be 
alone existing in his own Self” (Ch, III. xi. 1); or just as some 
illumined souls of the present time, who have realized Brahman, 
(continue to be free even while living and then) at the end of 
the exhaustion of the karma, producing their present bodies, 
experience liberation, in accordance with the text, “His delay is 
for that long only as his body does not fall; and then he 
becomes merged in Brahman” (Ch. VI. xiv. 2); similarly 
Apantaratamas and others, though they are divine, are entrusted 
with their respective missions by God; and hence though they 
are possessed of full vision, leading to liberation, they continue 
in their bodies so long as their missions demand this and so long 
as their actions are not completed; and when that is fulfilled 
they become freed. Thus there is no contradiction. For the 
fulfilment of their missions they move on from one body to 
another with perfect liberty, as though from one house to 
another, while ridding themselves of their residual karmas that 
have started bearing their fruits once for all in those particular 
lives, and while retaining an unobliterated memory (of their 
identity etc.), they do this by creating new bodies and owning 
them either simultaneously or successively, for they are the 
masters of the materials that produce the bodies and senses. At 
the same time, they cannot be classed with the (unenlightened) 
people who (merely) remember their past lives (7atismaras), 
since it is well known from the Smru that “they are those very 
ones’’.24 For instance it is stated in the Smrti that a woman dis- 
courser on Brahman named Sulabha, who wanted to have a 
discussion with Janaka, gave up her body, entered the body of 
Janaka, and having finished the discussion with him re-entered 
her own body. 

If it be the case that when the karma, which has once started 
bearing fruit (by producing the present body), has been used 
up, some other karma, productive of a fresh body, can crop up, 
then any other karma whose seed has not been burnt away, may 


* A jatismara is one who has perforce to leave the earlier body and enter 
another, and yet in the new body remembers the experiences of his past 
life. The enlightened man is, however, independent in his movements, and 
he remembers his identity under all circumstances. 
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spring up just like it; and in that case only can it be apprehended 
that the knowledge of Brahman may or may not be an inevi- 
table cause of liberation. But such an apprehension is not reason- 
able, inasmuch as it is a well-recognized fact in the Vedas and 
Smrtis that knowledge burns away the seed of karma. Thus we 
have the Upanisadic texts: “When that Self, which is both high 
and low (or cause and effect), is realized, the knot of the heart 
gets untied, all doubts become solved, and all one’s actions 
become dissipated” (Mu. II. ii. 8), “When true memory (of 
‘I am Brahman’) is regained, all the knots become untied” (Ch, 
VIII. xxvi. 2), and so on. And the Smrti texts are, “O Arjuna, 
as a blazing fire reduces the fuel to ashes, similarly the fire of 
knowledge burns away all the karmas” (Gita, IV. 37), “As seeds 
scorched by fire do not sprout again, so also the Self is not 
affected again by the ‘evils’ consumed by knowledge”, and so 
on, It does not logically follow that when the “evils” like igno- 
rance, (egoism, etc.) are burnt away, the residual karma, which 
is the seed of “evil”, burns away in one part, but sprouts out 
through the other; for a Sali (rice) seed burnt by fire is not seen 
to sprout in one part. As for the residual karma that has begun 
to yield fruit (in the present body), that ceases from the exhaus- 
tion of its momentum like an arrow shot from the bow, because 
it is said, “For him the delay is only for that long as the, body 
does not fall” (Ch. VI. xiv. 2), where the waiting lasts till the 
falling off of the body. Hence it is proper that the man with a 
spiritual mission has the corporeal existence so long as the mis- 
sion demands it. 

But thereby the effect of knowledge does not cease to be 
inevitable, inasmuch as the Upanisadic text shows that liberation 
follows from knowledge in all cases without exception, “And 
whoever among the gods knew it also became that, and the 
same with the sages and men” (Br. I. iv. 10). It may well be 
that some great sages succumb to the lure of other kinds of 
meditation resulting in the acquisition of mystic powers; but 
later they become detached by noticing how these powers 
decay; and then following steadfastly the knowledge of the 
supreme Self, they attain liberation. This is what stands to 
reason; for the Smrti says, “When the final dissolution comes 
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at the end of the reign of Hiranyagarbha, the men of know- 
ledge, with their minds purified, enter into the supreme state of 
liberation together with Brahma Himself”. Since knowledge 
produces an immediately felt direct result, there can be no 
fear of non-acquisition of it. With regard to heaven etc., 
coming (long after) as the result of (past) action, there may 
be such a fear as to whether it will come or not; but the 
result of knowledge is a matter of direct experience, because 
it is so stated in, ““The Brahman that is immediate and direct” 
(Br. III. iv. 1) and because the text, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. 
vill. 7), speaks of it as an already realized truth. For the 
sentence, “That thou art”, cannot be construed to mean that 
you will become That (Brahman) after death, because the text 
“The sage Vamadeva, while realizing this (Self) as That 
(Brahman), knew, ‘I was Manu, and the sun’” (Br. I. iv. 10), 
shows that the result of knowledge, consisting in becoming 
identified with all, occurs simultaneously with the rise of 
complete illumination, Hence liberation comes inevitably to a 
man of knowledge. 


Topic 20: CoNCEPrIONS OF THE IMMUTABLE 


serchaat CAA: TARTAN aE CHT ZRII 


mere- fray Of the (negative) conceptions about the Immu- 
table, q however, aazty: (should be) a combination aTATA-AI- 
atareary because of the similarity of defining and the sameness 
of object atqaa-aq like the Upasad sacrifice; aq that sey has 
been stated (by Jaimini). 


33. All the (negative) conceptions of the Immutable are to be 
combined, since the process of presentation is similar and the 
object dealt with is the same. This is just as it is in the case of 
the Upasad sacrifice, as bas been shown by Jatmini. 


Doubt: In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it 1s said, “O Gargi, 
the knowers of Brahman say, this Immutable (Brahman) is that. 
It is neither gross nor minute, neither short” (Br. III. viii. 8) 
etc. Similarly it is heard of in the Mundaka Upanisad, “then 

45 
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there is the higher knowledge by which is realized the Immu- 
table” (Mu. I. i. 5), “That which cannot be perceived and 
grasped, which is without source, features” (Mu. I. i. 6). So 
also elsewhere the supreme Brahman is taught by way of 
eliminating distinctions. There again in some texts some fresh 
traits are eliminated that are not mentioned elsewhere. Now 
should all these ideas involving elimination of distinctions be 
combined together everywhere, or are they to be restricted to 
where they occur? 

Vedantin: When for resolving such a doubt it is concluded 
(by the opponent) that the Upanisadic texts being different, the 
ideas too are to be treated separately, our answer is: “All the 
conceptions of the Immutable”, that is to say the conceptions 
involving the negation of distinctions, “are to be combined” 
everywhere, “since the process of presentation is the same and 
the object dealt with is the same”. For the process of presenting 
Brahman, consisting in the negation of all distinctions, is similar 
everywhere; and that very same Brahman is sought to be 
explained everywhere. So what is meant by saying that the 
conceptions obtaining at one place should not be transferred 
elsewhere? And this is how it has been explained under the 
aphorism, “Bliss and other characteristics of the principal entity 
(Brahman) are to be combined” (III. ii. 11). But the positive 
attributes were considered there, whereas the negative ones are 
considered here. And so this separate discussion is undertaken 
here for elaborating this distinction. (Or according to a different 
reading, “This is the distinction. And this separate discussion is 
meant for elaborating this’’). 

‘As in the case of the Upasad sacrifice” is said by way of 
illustration. The meaning is this: It is enjoined that in connec- 
tion with the Abinasatra (lasting for more than a day) of 
Jamadagni, one has to perform the Upasad sacrifice in which 
purodasas (cakes) have to be offered. Now, the mantras, 
“Agnerverbotram veradhbvaram”, and so on, which are enjoined 
to be used while offering the cakes, are found in their original 
form in the Veda of the Udgata (ie. the Sama-Veda, Tandya 
Br. XXI. x. 1), yet they come to be associated (that is chanted) 
by the Adhvaryu priests (of the Yajur-Veda), since the 
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purodasa has to be offered by the Adhvaryu (and not the 
Udgata), and since the subsidiary sacrifices are regulated 
according to the main sacrifices (in which the Adhvaryu makes 
the offerings). Similarly here also, the attributes of the Immu- 
table, that are dependent on the Immutable, are everywhere to be 
associated with the Immutable, irrespective of the place of their 
occurrence. ““That has been said (by Jaimini) in the first part 
(i.e. the Parva-Mimarnsa)”, in the aphorism, “In a case of dis- 
parity between the subsidiary text (revealing the mantra for the 
first time) and the principal text (revealing the application), the 
subsidiary text has to be associated with the main injunction, 
since the former is meant for the latter” (III. iii. 8). 


Topic 21: SAME CONCEPTION IN MUNDAKA AND KATHA 


SIMA NA 


(The conceptions are the same) AqL-aatary =«oNn account 
of the mention of this much (i.e. limit). 


34, The conceptions (in the Mundaka and Svetasvatara on 
the one hand and Katha on the other) are the same, on account 
of the mention of a particular limit. 


Doubt: They of the Atharva Veda, as also the SvetaSvataras, 
recite this verse in the context of the body, “Two birds that are 
ever associated and have similar names, cling to the same tree. 
Of these, the one eats the fruit of divergent tastes and the other 
looks on without eating” (Mu. III. i. 1, Sv. IV. 6). The 
Kathas also have this verse: “The knowers of Brahman, the 
worshippers of the five fires, and those who perform the 
Naciketa sacrifice thrice, compare to shade and light, the two 
enjoyers of the inevitable results of work, who have entered 
into the cavity (of the heart) which is the supreme abode of 
the most High (Brahman)” (Ka. I. itt. 1). The doubt here is 
whether the conceptions are the same or different. What should 
be the conclusion? 

Opponent : The conceptions are different. 

Why? 
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Owing to obvious distinction. In the mantra “two birds” etc., 
one is noticed to be enjoying and the other abstaining, while in 
the mantra “the two enjoyers of the inevitable results of work” 
etc., both are seen to be enjoying. Thus the objects of the con- 
ceptions being distinct, the resulting conceptions must be dis- 
tinct as well. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist says that the 
conceptions are the same. 

How is it so? 

Because in both these mantras, the Upanisads mention the 
nature of the entity to be known as circumscribed by a limit, 
and as having a second (associate), and (hence) non-different. 

Opponent : Has not the difference in nature been pointed out 
(by me)? 

Vedantin : The answer is, no; for both these mantras describe 
God as having the individual being as a second, but they do not 
describe (the individual as) something different. To explain: In 
the mantra “two birds” etc., the supreme Self that transcends 
(all feelings of) hunger etc. is shown in the portion “the other 
looks on without eating”. And in the complementary portion of 
the topic also, in the text “when he sees the other one, the 
worshipful God” (Sv. IV. 7), the very same God is seen to form 
the subject-matter. Even when the individual being enjoys, the 
supreme Self, though transcending (all feelings of) hunger etc., 
is spoken of in the text, “the two enjoyers of the inevitable 
results of work” etc., as (though) enjoying, on the analogy of 
the statement “the people with umbrella are moving”?5; and this 
is so because the supreme Self is associated with the individual 
being. This is of course a context of the supreme Self, for the 
commencement was made with, “Tell (me) of that thing which 
you see as different from virtue and different from vice” (Ka. I. 
li. 14). And even here the very same subject is presented in 
the complementary portion in, “that which is the undecaying 
supreme Brahman, beyond fear, for those who want to cross 
over (the world)” (Ka. I. ii. 2). This was also elaborated under 


* When a king moves with one umbrella held over his head, his fol- 
lowers are referred to as “the people with umbrella”, though they have 
none. 
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the aphorism, “The two who have entered into the cavity are 
the individual Self and the supreme Self” (I. ii. 11). Hence there 
is no difference as regards the entity to be known, and hence 
also the meditations are the same. Moreover, all that is gathered 
from a consideration of the trend of all these three Upanisads 
is the knowledge of the supreme Self; the individual being is 
introduced in order to reveal its identity (with the Self) and 
for nothing else, It was stated earlier that so long as a discussion 
is concerned with the supreme Self, ‘there is no scope for any 
consideration as to whether there is any difference-cum-non- 
difference. Hence this (present) attempt is meant merely for 
elaborating that very truth. Hence also it follows that the 
additional attributes have to be combined. 


Topic 22: THE IN™Most SELF IN BRIHADARANYAKA 


AIT ATMA, CATCH: UQA 


tq-areaqa?: About one’s own Self (it has been declared that it 
is) ear inmost of all, YaI-WA-TI_ as in the case of the aggre- 
gate of elements (or as in the case of all beings). 


35. (The conception of the Self is the same in Brbadaranyaka 
IIT. wv. I and Ill. v. 1, since) one’s own Self is declared to be 
the inmost of all as in the case of the aggregate of elements. (Or 
—since one’s own Self is declared to be the inmost of all, just 
as it is shown to be the Self of all in Sveta$vatara VI. 11). 


Doubt: The Vajasaneyins recite the text, “Explain to me the 
Brahman that is immediate and direct, the Self that is within 
all” (Br. III. iv. 1, IIL v. 1), twice, just one after the other, in 
course of the question of Usasti and Kahola. The doubt arises 
there whether the conceptions are the same or they are different. 

Opponent : The conceptions must be different. 

Why? 

By reason of the repetition; for otherwise it would be 
meaningless to speak twice of the very same thing, neither more 
nor less. Hence just as rites differ in a case of repetition, so also 
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must these conceptions differ for the very same reason of 
repetition. 

Vedantin: That being the position, the aphorist utters the 
refutation: That conception is the same on account of absence 
of any distinction in the presentation of one’s own Self as the 
inmost entity. It is one’s own Self, that is also the inmost Self, 
that is questioned about and explained without any distinction 
in both the places. For two Selfs cannot both be the inmost in 
the selfsame body. In that case (that is to say, if there be two 
Selfs), one of the Selfs alone can feasibly be conceived of as 
being the inmost, while the other cannot be the inmost, even as 
it is the case with the assemblage of elements. As in the body, 
constituted by the five elements, water is inner than earth, fire 
is inner than water, and so on, and thus there can be such a 
thing as existence inside in a relative sense, though none can be 
the inmost in the primary sense, so also is the case here. Or 
“bhitagramavat—just as it is shown to be the Self of all” may 
refer to another Upanisadic text, “The one Deity remains hidden 
in all beings. He is all-pervasive and the inmost Self of all bbitas 
(beings)” (Sv. VI. 11), in which mantra the selfsame Self is 
spoken of as existing as the inmost Self of all beings. As it is the 
case there, so also is it in both these brabmanas (of the Brhad- 
aranyaka). Hence, from the identity of the entity that is to 
be known, it follows that the knowledge also is the same. 


aaa Aarqafatea Vases, WAEI 


aqat Otherwise (i.e. unless the conceptions be different), 
ae-aTITT: the separate (repetitive) statements cannot be 
justified xf aq if such be the objection, 4 not so, Zqaq- 
Mat-aq (it being) like another instruction (of this kind). 


36. If it be argued that unless difference be admitted the 
separate statements become illogical, the reply is that this is not 
so, for it can be like another instruction of this kind. 


And the argument was advanced that unless the conceptions 
be admitted to be different, the separate (repetitive) statements 
cannot be explained. That objection has to be met. With regard 
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to this it is said that it does not constitute a defect, since this 
can be reasonably so like some instruction elsewhere. In the 
sixth part of the Upanisad of the Tandins, it is taught nine 
times, “That is the Self, That thou art O Svetaketu” (Ch. VI. 
viii. 7); still the knowledge does not differ. So also must be the 
case here. 

Opponent: How again does not the knowledge differ even 
though imparted nine times? 

Vedantin : Since the identity of the knowledge can be under- 
stood from the introduction and the conclusion, since with a 
view to expounding the very same subject, over and over again, 
it 1s reopened time and again with the (very same) request, 
“Sir, explain this to me again” (Ch. VI. v. 4), and since a repeti- 
tion of the explanation more than once can be justified on the 
ground of removing fresh doubts. Here also the beginning and 
end are seen to be concerned with the same subject since the 
form of the question is identical and the end is made in a similar 
way with the words, “everything else but this is perishable” (Br. 
IIT. iv. 2, TD..v. 1). And by using the word “eva” (very) in 
“the very Brahman that is immediate and direct” (Br. III. v. 1), 
in the second question (of Kahola) as well, the Upanisad shows 
that the subject-matter of the first question is alluded to in the 
second. Besides, in the earlier Brabmana (III. iv), the existence 
of the Self beyond cause and effect (or body and organs) is 
spoken of, whereas in the latter that very Self is spoken of as 
having the distinction of being beyond such worldly charac- 
teristics as hunger etc. Thus the unity of purport comes out 
logically, and hence the knowledge is the same. 


Topic 23: REcIPpROCITY OF CONCEPTIONS 


aafaert fafiafra SIACAT NZI! 


(There should be) eyfagrz: reciprocity,?® fg for faferafea (the 
Upanisadic readers) distinctly recite so, ¥q<-qq as in the case 
of other (attributes). 


*'The noun and adjective being mutually interchangeable. 
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37. There should be a reciprocal interchange as in the case 
of other traits; for so the readers (of the scriptures) recite 
distinctly. 


Doubt: The Aitareyins have this text with regard to the 
Being in the solar orb, “Now, He is the same as I am, and 1 
am the same as He is” (Ai. A. II. ii. 4.6), similarly the Jabalas 
have this, “O glorious Deity, I am what you are, and you are 
what I am”. The doubt arises here: Should the conception have 
two forms involving a process of reciprocity or should it have 
one form alone? 

The opponent says in this matter that the conception should 
have one form only; for apart from thinking of one’s Self as 
identical with God, there is nothing else to be thought of. If, 
however, any such speciality about the thought is to be imagined, 
viz that the transmigrating soul is identical with God and God 
is identical with the transmigrating soul, then the transmigrating 
soul will get some added excellence through its identity with 
God, whereas God will be reduced in stature by His identify 
with the transmigrating soul. Hence the conception is to be 
thought of as having one form (i.e. one-sided) only. As for 
the reciprocal reading in the scripture, it is meant for emphasiz- 
ing the unity. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist refutes it: 
This reciprocity is spoken of in the scripture for the purpose of 
meditation, just as in the case of other attributes. As the other 
attributes like “being the Self of all” are spoken of for the sake 
of meditation, so also is the case here as well. For thus it is that 
by reciting this either way, “I am what you are, you are what 
I am”, the reciters of the passage point this out distinctly; and 
that becomes meaningful if the meditation is to be resorted to 
in a twofold way; for otherwise this specific recitation in two 
ways becomes useless, one alone being enough. 

Opponent: Did we not point out that if the double reading 
be imagined to convey some special meaning, the Deity will 
become one with the transmigrating soul, and will thus become 
reduced in stature? 
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Vedantin : That is nothing damaging, since it is precisely this 
identity that is thought of through such a process. 

Opponent : In that case that very identity of the two (referred 
to by us) will become all the more strengthened. 

Vedantin: We do not avoid this strengthening of identity. 

Object: What do you do then? 

Vedantin: What we seek to establish is that on the strength 
of the text, the meditation is to be resorted to reciprocally (in 
a double way), and not in one way only. As a result the identity 
also becomes virtually confirmed. The point may be illustrated 
thus. Although such attributes as possession of inevitable desire 
etc. are prescribed for meditation, still God becomes established 
thereby as possessed of those attributes; similar is the case here. 
Hence this reciprocity is meant for meditation (that way); and 
this process has to be applied to similar (other) contexts (where 
only one way is stated). 


Topic 24: SatyA-BRAHMAN IN BRIHADARANYAKA 


aa fe eae: ngs 


fg Since at wa that very same vidya (conception, obtains at 
both places, therefore) acq-areq: truth etc. (are to be 
combined). 


38. Since the same Satya-Vidya is taught in both the places 
(of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad), therefore traits like Satya 
have to be combined, 


Doubt : In the text beginning with, “He who knows this great, 
adorable, first-born Being (i.e. Hiranyagarbha) as the Satya- 
Brahman” (Bry. V. iv. 1), the Brhadaéranyaka Upanisad prescribes 
a meditation called the Satya-Vidyd, together with the medita- 
tion on the letters of the name (Satya),?? and there it is stated, 
“That which is that Satya is that sun—the Being who is in that 
orb and the Being who is in the right eye” etc. (Br. V. v. 2). 


* “This name Satya (lit. truth) consists of three letters (Sa, ti, ya). The 
first and last letters are truth. In the middle is untruth. The untruth is 
enclosed on either side by truth.” (Br. V. v. 1). 
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Now the doubt arises: Are these two different meditations on 
Satya, or are they one? 

Opponent: As to that the conclusion is that they are two, for 
the emergence of result occurs separately, for the former it 
being “(He) conquers these worlds” (Br. V. iv. 1), and for 
the latter, “He who knows as above destroys and shuns evil” 
(Br. V. v. 3). As for reference to (Satya) the subject-matter of 
the previous context, it is done because of the sameness of the 
entity meditated on. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say that this Satya- 
Vidya is but one. 

How? 

On account of the bringing forward of the subject-matter of 
the former to the latter on the basis of the identity of the entity 
meditated on by saying, “That which is that Satya” (Br. V. v. 2). 

Opponent: But it was pointed out that even though the 
meditations may differ, the object of the earlier meditation may 
be referred to in the latter on the basis of the identity of the 
entity meditated on. 

Vedantin : This cannot be so; for this may be the case where 
the difference of the meditations becomes obvious from some 
other cogent reason, But since it is possible to have it either 
way in this connection, a reference to the matter under discus- 
sion is made in “that which is that Satya” (Br. V. v. 2), whereby 
it is known that the Satya, connected with the earlier meditation, 
is alluded to in the latter. Thus the unity of the meditation 
becomes well established. 

As for the argument that the reference to a separate result 
leads to the conclusion that the latter is a separate meditation, 
the answer is this: This is no defect since this mention of a 
separate result is by way of eulogizing the teaching about the 
other parts of the meditation stated in “His secret name 1s 
Ahar” (Br. V. v. 3), “His secret name is Aham” (Br. V. v. 4). 
Moreover, the rule is that when the meditation is the same, and 
the results have to be gathered from the corroborative passages, 
the various results heard of in connection with the subsidiaries 
have to be added to the main meditation itself. Accordingly, 
since that very same Satya-Vidyd is spoken of as being asso- 
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ciated with particular special traits, therefore all the traits such 
as Satya, are to be combined in the same application (i.e. act of 
meditation). 

In connection with this aphorism, however, some others cite 
this text about the Being in the solar orb and the eye as stated 
in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, along with the texts, “And then 
this golden (effulgent) Being that is seen in the solar orb” (Ch. 
I. vi. 6), and “And then the Being that is seen in the eye” (Ch. 
IV. xv. 1), in the Chandogya Upanisad; and they say that the 
very same meditation on the Being in the solar orb and the eye is 
contained in the latter, and the meditations are the same in both 
the Upanisads. Under this impression they think that such traits 
as Satya mentioned in the Brhadaranyaka are to be borrowed 
from there by the followers of the Chandogya. But that does 
not seem to be proper. For in the Chandogya, this meditation 
is presented in connection with a rite (viz Jyotistoma) and is 
based on the Udgitha (used in that rite), inasmuch as indicatory 
marks connecting it with a rite are met with in the beginning, 
middle, and end. In the beginning occurs the text, “This (earth) 
is the Rk mantra and fire is the Sama mantra” (Ch. I. vi. 1). In 
the middle is, “Of Him the Rk and Sama mantras are the 
knuckles; hence it is Udgitha”2® (Ch. I. vi. 8). And at the end 
is, “He who having known thus, sings the Sama song” (Ch. I. 
vii. 9). But in the Brhadaranyaka there is no such sign to con- 
nect it with a rite. Since thus the meditations differ owing to a 
difference of the contexts, it is but proper that the traits should 
have separate application. 


Topic 25: CoMBINATION OF TRAITS IN BRIHADARANYAKA 
AND CHANDOGYA 


PTAA TA ArraareeT: ze 


ara-atfe (True) desire etc. (are to be added) gqzq_ else- 
where; q@ and aw (those) in the other (are to be added here) 
MWada-sarfexa: on account of abode etc. 


*Rk and Sama mantras, referred to by the word Udgitha, having been 
presented as the knuckles, we can conclude that it is the supreme Self 
that is referred to by the word Udgitha. 
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39. Traits like (true) desire etc. (mentioned in the Chan- 
dogya) are to be added to the other (viz Brhadaranyaka), and 
those mentioned there are to be added here, because of the 
(sameness of) abode etc. 


Starting with the text, “Now, the dahara (small) house (i.e. 
heart) of the shape of a lotus, that is within this city of 
Brahman (viz the body), within that is a small Space (i.e. 
Brahman)” (Ch. VIII. i. 1), it is said “this is the Self free from 
sins, and from dirt, death, sorrow, hunger, and thirst, which 
has true desire and irresistible will” (Ch. VIII. i. 5) etc. And 
the Vajasaneyins have this: “That great birthless Self which is 
identified with the intellect and is in the midst of the organs lies 
in the space that is within the heart. It is the controller of all, 
the lord of all, the ruler of all” (Br. IV. iv. 22) etc. Here the 
doubt arises, whether the knowledge is the same or not, and the 
conclusion arrived at (by the opponent) is that the knowledge 
is the same. 

Vedantin: With regard to this it is said, “Traits like desires” 
etc. What is meant by “desire” is “(unfailing) true desire”, just 
as one would call Devadatta simply Datta, or Satyabhamda simply 
Bhama. The attributes like unfailing desires that are met with 
in the Chandogya Upanisad, as applied to the space within the 
heart, have to be inserted elsewhere (in the Brhadaranyaka) in 
the text, “That great birthless Self” etc. And the attributes like 
“controller of all”, met with in the Brhadaranyaka, have to be 
inserted in the Chandogya text, “This is the Self free from sin” 
etc. 

Why? 

“Because of the sameness of the abode” etc, For in both the 
places, the heart is equally the abode, God is equally the entity 
to be realized, and God is equally the barrage (setw) serving to 
maintain the boundaries (of the things) of this world, (that 1s 
to say, to prevent promiscuity); and so also many other simi- 
larities are met with. 

Opponent: Are not differences also met with? For the attri- 
butes in the Chandogya are associated with the space within the 
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heart, whereas (in the Brhadaranyaka) they are associated with 
Brahman within that space. 

Vedantin: Not so, for under the aphorism, “The small space 
is Brahman, on account of the subsequent reasons” (I. iii. 14) it 
was established that the term Space means Brahman even in the 
Chandogya. Of course there is a difference here. For in the 
Chandogya Upanisad a meditation on the qualified Brahman is 
taught, inasmuch as desires etc. are mentioned as things to be 
known along with the Self, in the text, “Then, again, those who 
depart from here without knowing the Self and these unfailing 
desires” (Ch. VIII. i. 6), whereas in the Brhadaranyaka, the 
entity taught is the absolutely supreme Brahman, as is evident 
from a co-ordinated study of such questions and answers as, 
“Please instruct me further about liberation itself” (IV. iii. 15), 
“For this infinite Being is unattached” (ibid.). As for such attri- 
butes as being “the controller of all”, these arc declared in the 
Brhadaranyaka by way of glorifying the (unqualified) Brahman. 
And it is in line with this (mere glorification) that the conclu- 
sion is made later on with the absolute Brahman in the text, 
“the Self is that which has been described as ‘Not this, not this’ ” 
(Br. III. ix, 26) etc. But it has to be noted that since the 
qualified Brahman is the same as the unqualified, a combination 
of the attributes is mentioned by this aphorism in order to show 
the exalted nature of God, but this is not (to be done in the 
Brhadaranyaka) for meditation.?° 


Topic 26: AGNIHOTRA TO PRANA 


ARUN: vot 
a-alq: [here can be no omission are because of deference. 
40. There can be no omission (of the performance of the 


” The Chindogya and Brhadaranyaka mention the attributes for medi- 
tation on and glorification of God respectively. It involves no contradic- 
tion, rather it suits these purposes to assume these attributes at both the 
places. But while they have to be added to the former from the latter, in 
the latter they are implied by the text itself. 
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Agnihotra to Prana) on account of the respect shown (in the 
Upanisad). 


Doubt: In connection with the meditation on Vaisvanara it 
is heard in the Chandogya Upanisad, “That morsel of food that 
comes first is to be offered as an oblation. And when he offers 
that first oblation, he should offer it with the mantra, ‘Svaha to 
Prana” (V. xix. 1). Offerings to the five pranas are prescribed 
there. And with regard to them the word Agnihotra is used 
later on in, “He who knowing this thus performs the Agnihotra 
sacrifice’ (Ch. V. xxiv. 2), as also in, “As hungry boys sit 
waiting around their mother, so also all beings wait for the 
Agnihotra (i.e. eating of such a man of knowledge)” (Ch. V. 
xxiv. 5). With regard to this the question to be discussed 1s 
whether the Agnihotra sacrifice offered to Praga ceases to exist 
on the day (of fasting) when there is no eating, or whether 
it does not cease. 

Vedantin: Since there is a mention of the connection of the 
arrival of the first morsel of food (with the Agnihotra under 
consideration) in “that morsel of food” etc., and since the arrival 
of a morsel of food is meant for eating, the Agnihotra to Prana 
ceases to exist when there is no eating. 

That being the conclusion, the opponent makes the rejoinder 
that it does not cease. 

Why? 

“On account of the respect shown”. Thus it is that in con- 
nection with this very meditation on VaiSvanara occurs this text 
of the Jabalas: “One (who resorts to this Agnihotra to Prana) 
shall precede the guests in eating. As one might perform an- 
other’s Agnihotra before performing his own, this (feeding of 
guests earlier) would also be like that”. Here by condemning 
the feeding of the guests first, the eating by the master of the 
house is enjoined first, thereby showing a respect for the Agni- 
hotra performed in honour of Prana. And a text which cannot 
tolerate the omission of the first place for the performer of the 
Agnihotra can tolerate much less the omission of the Agnihotra 
that has such precedence over all. 

Vedantin : Since there is the mention of the coming of the 
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first morsel meant for eating, therefore when there is no eating, 
there can be no Agnihotra. 

Opponent: No, since that is meant for prescribing some 
particular thing, Since in the common Agnihotra, milk etc. are 
regularly prescribed, so here also, from the use of the word 
Agnihotra, the possibility may arise that the milk etc. used there 
are to be used here as well in the Agnihotra to Praua, on the 
analogy of milketc. being used in the sacrifice of the Kaunda- 
payins, called the Masagnihotra (Agnihotra for a month) and 
forming a part of their longer satra, just because the word 
Agnihotra is used there by way of courtesy. And hence this 
sentence “that morsel of food” etc. occurs in order to prescribe 
the subsidiary injunction about the morsel of food (by way of 
ruling out milk etc.). Thus in accordance with the aphorism, 
“Although a subsidiary may be omitted, not so the main one” 
(Jai. Si. X. ii, 63), even if the subsidiary, consisting in using 
the morsel of food, be omitted, not so can the main act of 
performing Agnihotra to Prana.®° Thus the conclusion is that 
even though there may be omission of eating, the obligatory 
Agnihotra to Prana is to be performed by water or some other 
thing in accordance with the rule of using substitutes.! 

Vedantin : Hence comes the aphorist’s reply: 


Baer aA UY 


(The Agnihotra is to be performed) aq: from that itself 
aafeat when it is present (ie. served), aq-aqqrq for so is 


the declaration. 


°On the analogy of the Masa-Agnihotra,. milk etc. are liable to be 
used in the Prana-Agnihotra. This would be a general application. But 
the prescription about the morsel of food comes as an exception to this. 
Hence the rule about the morsel of food being an exception, when there 
is omission of food, the subsidiary, viz morsel of food, also becomes 
omitted, and yet the primary act of Agnihotra cannot be omitted, since 
in the absence of an exception to the contrary, that Agnihotra can be 
performed with milk etc. 

* An obligatory rite that is once commenced, must be finished. So if 
the eames things are not available the rite should be completed even 
with substitutes. 
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41. The Agmibotra is to be performed from that (food) itself 
when it is present, for such is the declaration (of the Upanisad). 


“When it is present”, when the food comes; “from that itself”, 
from that very eatable thing that presents itself first, the Agni- 
hotra to Prana is to be accomplished. 

Why? 

“For such is the Upanisadic declaration.” To explain: By 
using the word “that” with-regard to the morsel of food occur- 
ring immediately after in the text “that morsel of food that 
comes first is to be offered as an oblation” (Ch. V. xix. 1), as 
something actually present, the Upanisad enjoins that the obla- 
tions to Prana are to be made with a thing meant for some other 
purpose (viz eating). But how can these oblations call for a 
substitute when, on the omission of eating, they themselves 
become stripped of the circumstances that make them possible? 

And it cannot be said that the characteristics of the common 
Agnihotra have to be applied here. In the case of the ayana 
(i.e. satra) of the Kaundapayins, the word Agnihotra, appearing 
in the injunctive text, “One shall perform the Agnihotra for a 
month”, may well be accepted as presenting an injunction about 
the common Agnihotra, so that the subsidiary features of Agni- 
hotra can become applicable there; but in the present case, the 
word Agnihotra is used in the eulogistic portion, so that it 
cannot enjoin a similar Agnihotra. Again, should, however, the 
applicability of the characteristics of the common Agnihotra be 
admitted, the production of fire (by rubbing wood) also would 
become applicable; but that is not a possibility. The production 
of fire is meant to provide a place where to offer the oblations, 
but this oblation is not meant to be poured on fire, since that 
would nullify the use of the food for eating. And from the 
association with the things made ready for eating it follows that 
the oblation is to be made in the mouth itself. So also the text 
of the Jabalas, “one should precede the guests in eating”, shows 
that this sacrifice has to be accomplished in the mouth. It is for 


*® There can be Agnihotra only if there is eating, but not otherwise; for 
the offerings are mere consequences of the main act of sitting for meal. 
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this very reason that here also (in the Chandogya) the acces- 
sories of the Agnihotra are shown as got through ideas of 
superimposition, in the text, “His chest is the sacrificial altar, his 
hair the kuga grass, his heart the Garhapatya fire, his mind the 
Anvaharyapacana fire, and his mouth the Ahavaniya fire” (Ch. 
V. xviii. 2). The word “altar” here is to be understood as mean- 
ing a sacrificial place (sthandila) in general; for the Agnihotra, 
in the principal sense, has no altar, and its accessories are got 
here only with the help of notional superimposition. Moreover, 
owing to the connection (of the Agnihotra to Praza) with the 
time (noon and evening) fixed for eating, there is no possibility 
of its being performed at the times (morning and evening) 
fixed for the ordinary Agnihotra. Similarly some other charac- 
teristics like adoration (or saying of prayer) etc. also would 
be contradicted in some way or other. Hence from the associa- 
tion of the zantras, things, and the deities with eating itself, it 
follows that these five oblations are to be accomplished in that 
connection. As for the show of respect noticed (in the Jabala 
text), that is meant for enjoining merely the precedence in 
eating, for the meaning of a sentence cannot be overstressed.3% 
It is not possible on the authority of this fact of mere precedence 
(of the host) here that this Agnihotra has to be performed 
invariably. So when there is an omission of eating, the Agnihotra 
to Prana is omitted pari passu. 


Topic 27: MeEpITATIONS CONNECTED WITH Rites Are Nor 
OBLIGATORY 


afaatenfrrragese: qereanfaaeg: GAT IYI 


aq-fratcr-afaaq: There is no obligatory rule about that, 
aq ee: for so it is seen (in the Upanisad), fg for 
Separate wey result (arises, which is) asfaardq: elenination of 
hindrance. 


* The Vedas and Smrtis enjoin that a man should eat after his guests. 
That precedence is altered in the case of a man who performs ,the Agni- 
hotra to Prana; but this cannot become a general rule, on the strength 
of which the Agnihotra can become a daily act. 


46 
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42. There is no obligatory rule about that (i.e. the meditations 
becoming connected always with rites), for that is obvious from 
the Upanisad, inasmuch as a meditation has a separate result, 
consisting in the elimination of hindrance to a rite. 


Doubt: There are certain conceptions (or meditations) con- 
nected with the accessories of rites as for instance in “One 
should meditate on the letter Om as Udgitha” (Ch, I. 1. 1), and 
other places. We have to consider whether these meditations 
are the regular features of the rites like the Juht (the sacrificial 
ladle) made of Palasa wood, or they are irregular like the milk- 
ing pot (f.n. 36)? What should be the conclusion here? 

Opponent: They are regular features. 

Why should this be so? 

On account of their occurring in the sentences enjoining 
application. For although these meditations are not read of in 
connection with the commencement of any particular rite, yet 
by virtue of their connection with sacrifices through Udgitha 
etc., they become connected with the injunctions about the 
performance of the rites, in the same way as the other subsid- 
iaries become so connected with them. As for the results 
mentioned in their own contexts, as for instance, “He certainly 
becomes a fulfiller of desires” (Ch. I. 1. 7), and so on, they are 
merely eulogistic having been used with verbs in the present 
indicative mood (and not imperative mood), as in such scrip- 
tural statements as, “He hears no evil”, and they have no fruit 
as their principal objective. Hence just as in the case of such 
sentences as, “He whose Juba (ladle) is made of PaliSa wood 
never hears a sinful verse”, which do not occur in their proper 
contexts and yet get connected with the sacrifices through the 
medium of the Juhi etc., and thus become regularly applicable 
like other accessories read of in their proper contexts, so also 
must be the case with the meditations on the Udgitha.3# 


*In such cases, Palasa, Juhi, etc. help the sacrifice and thus contribute 
to the origin of the remote fruit of the sacrifice, so that the mention of 
the proximate result has to be understood otherwise, that is to say, the 
result, viz “non-hearing of sinful verse” is said by way of a eulogy. So 
also the fulfilling of desires in the case of the Udgitha is a eulogy. 
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Vedantin: That being the position, we say, “there is no 
obligatory rule about that (i.e. the updasanas—meditations— 
becoming connected with rites)”. These phrases that determine 
the meditation on the true characteristics of the accessories (like 
Udgitha) of the rites, viz that the Udgitha is the quintessence, 
the acquirer, and source of prosperity, that it is the foremost, 
it is Prana, it is the sun, and so on, cannot be regularly connected 
with rites in the same way as their obligatory accessories, 

Why? 

“For that is obvious from the Upanisad.” Thus it is that the 
Upanisad shows that meditations of this kind are not obligatory, 
inasmuch as, in the text, “Both those who know this Om thus 
(as forming part of the Udgitha and possessed of the attributes 
of being the quintessence etc.), and those who do not know 
thus, perform their rites with this Om” (Ch. I. i. 10), it 1s 
admitted that the rites can be performed by the uninformed as 
well. And it is seen that the priests Prastota and others,*5 even 
though ignorant of the deities of the Prastaiva etc., perform the 
duties of priests as stated in the text, “O Prastota, should you 
chant the Prastéva without knowing the deity presiding over 
the Prastava” (Ch. I. x. 9), “(O Udgata), should you sing the 
Udgitha without knowing that deity” (Ch. I. x. 10), “O Prati- 
harta, should you chant the concluding portion (Pratihira) 
without knowing the deity” (Ch. I. x. 11). Moreover, it is 
mentioned in the Upanisad that for meditations of this kind, 
which are connected with rites, results, other than those for the 
rites themselves, accrue, consisting either in removing some 
obstacle in the path of the fruition of a rite or in adding some 
excellence to its successful fruition; “Both those who know this 
Om thus and who do not know, perform their rites with this 
Om. But different are knowledge and ignorance (i.e. they have 
different results). ‘That alone which one does with knowledge, 
with faith, and with meditation on the deities, becomes more 
powerful” (Ch. I. i. 10). From the separation of the under- 


* The Prastota chants the first portion, Prastava; the Udgata sings the 
middle portion, Udgitha; and the Pratiharta chants the final portion, 
Pratihara. 
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takings of the knowers and the non-knowers by saying, “But 
different are” etc. and from the use of the comparative degree 
in “more powerful” in that text, it is understood that a rite 
bereft of knowledge is also powerful (effective). And that 
becomes possible only if the meditation is not a permanent 
feature of the rite. Were it invariable, how could it have been 
admitted that a rite bereft of meditation is powerful? For the 
accepted view is that a rite becomes powerful when it is per- 
formed along with all its subsidiaries. Similarly in such medita- 
tions as that involving the superimposition of the worlds on the 
Séma (songs), results are spoken of as fixed for the meditations 
individually, as for instance, “For him are ordained the worlds 
(of enjoyment) both above and below (the earth)” (Ch. II. 11. 
3), and so on. And it is not proper to argue that this mention of 
result is by way of a corroborative statement (i.e. mere eulogy), 
for in that case it would amount to an attributive corroboration 
(Gunavada), whereas in a case where the result is mentioned, one 
has to admit a eulogy of the main thing. As for (the eulogistic 
interpretation of the results stated in connection with) such 
subsidiary rites as the Praydja etc., since they are necessary for 
the main rites (viz DarSa-Pirnamidsa), which depend for their 
proper performance on the adequate fulfilment of all the subsid- 
lary rites, it is but reasonable that the mention of the results 
along with the Prayaja etc. should be taken in the sense of a 
eulogy (of Prayaja etc.) And this is also the case with the 
“Palaga Juhi” etc. which occur in contexts other than that of 
any rite to be performed. For such things as a Palaga Juha which 
are not acts by themselves, cannot be imagined to produce any 
result unless they be based on some rite. But in the cases of the 
milking pot and so on, the declarations of results become justifi- 
able since these become necessarily connected with such acts as 
carrying water that are needed in a rite.3® So also in such cases 


* The injunction is “When the water is being carried, it should be done 
in a milking pot for a man who desires cattle, and in a bronze (Kamsya) 
vessel for one who wants the holiness (or the eminence of a Brahmana)” 
The milking pot is not an absolute requisite in a sacrifice, a camasa being 
quite in order. So this is not a eulogy but a fresh injunction. 
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as the sacrificial stake being made of Bilva wood,%" it 1s proper 
that injunctions about results should be admitted, since they are 
based on such things as stake etc. that are already connected 
with a relevant sacrifice. In the cases, however, of “being made 
of Palisa” and so on, there is no supporting factor connected 
with a sacrifice under discussion. If in the latter case, however, 
the terms Juhi etc. (occurring in the text) are accepted as the 
ground for the Palasa Juhi becoming connected with a relevant 
sacrifice, and then again on the authority of that very sentence 
an injunction about the result of using the Palasa Juhi be 
accepted, that will lead to a break in the unity of purport (that 
every sentence should have). But in the case of meditations, 
since they are themselves acts, they can be the subjects of 
distinct injunctions; and hence the injunctions about the medi- 
tations based on Udgitha etc. involve no contradiction. There- 
fore just as the milk pail etc., even though dependent on sacri- 
fices, are not permanently connected with them, precisely 
because they have their separate results, similarly also are to be 
judged the meditations based on Udgitha etc. And it is precisely 
for this reason that the authors of the Kalpa-Sitras did not 
treat such meditations as included in the sacrifices. 


Topic 28: MEDITATIONS ON PRANA AND VAYU 


Taras AGTH RIN 


Tatq-aq Like the offering ya to be sure; aq that ayyq has 
been stated. 


43. (The meditations on Prana and Vayu or Air are to be 
kept apart) exactly as in the case of offerings, as that has been 
stated by Jaimini. 


Doubt : In the text, “The organ of speech took a vow, ‘I shall 
go on speaking’” etc. it has been ascertained in the Brhada- 


7 The injunction runs thus: “The sacrificial stake of one who wants 
food to eat should be made of the Bilva wood, but of one wanting prowess, 
it should be made of catechu (Kbadira) wood.” 
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ranyaka (I. V. 21) that in-the corporeal context Praya (vital 
force) is the chief among all the organs counting from that of 
speech, and that in the divine context Air (Hiranyagarbha) is 
the chief among all counting from Fire. So also in the text, “Air 
indeed is the place of merger” (Ch. 1V. ii. 1), it has been 
ascertained that on the divine plane Air is the place of merger 
for all counting from fire, and in, “Praza indeed is the place of 
merger” (Ch. IV. ui. 3), it has been ascertained that Prana is 
the place of merger of the organs of speech etc. on the corporeal 
plane. Now the doubt arises here as to whether this Air and 
Prana are to be approached (i.e. meditated on) separately or in 
combination. 

Opponent: While in this predicament, the conclusion is that 
they are to be approached jointly, for in essential nature they 
are identical; and when the principle to be meditated on is the 
same, it is not proper to meditate on it separately. Besides, the 
Upanisad shows that the principle is essentially the same on the 
corporeal and divine planes in the text starting with, “Fire 
entered into the mouth assuming the form of the organ of 
speech”, (“Vayu entered into the nostrils assuming the form of 
Prana’) etc. (Ai. I. ii. 4). Similarly the text “These are all equal 
and all infinite” (Br. I. v. 13) shows that the organs in the body 
have divine glory as their very Self (i.e. essence). So also in 
other places the essential non-difference of the divine and the 
corporeal is shown in various ways in the respective contexts. 
At one place, again, Air and Prana are clearly identified by 
saying, “That which is Prana is Air”. So also in the very context 
of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, from which some passages have 
been quoted earlier, it is said in the course of the concluding 
verse, viz “the Gods observed the vow of that from which the 
sun rises and in which it sets” (Br. I. v. 23), that “the sun 
indeed rises from Prana and also sets in it” (ibid.), where unity 
is revealed by making the conclusion with Prana itself.8 This is 
also confirmed by the text, “Therefore a man should observe 


"The previous paragraph ends with Vayz (ie. Hiranyagarbha) that 
knows no setting. THe verse quoted here refers to that Vayu. Hence 
Vayu and Prana are one. 
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only a single vow—do the functions of Prana and Apdna (ex- 
piration and inspiration)” (ibid), inasmuch as the conclusion is 
made here with the single vow of Prana. Similarly in the 
Chandogya Upanisad, the place of merger is taught to be but 
one by saying, “The single deity Prajapati (Brahma) who is 
the protector of the universe, swallowed the four great ones 
(Fire, Sun, Water, and Moon on the divine plane and speech, 
eye, ear, and mind on the corporeal plane)” (Ch. IV. i. 6); but 
this text does not say that the place of merger for the one group 
of four is one, while that for the other group is another. Hence 
the meditation is non-different. 

Vedantin : Faced with this conclusion, we say: Air and Prana 
are to be meditated on separately. 

Why? 

On account of being taught separately; for this instruction 
about the division on the divine and corporeal plane is meant 
for meditation; and this will be meaningless if the meditations 
are not to be undertaken separately. 

Opponent: It was pointed out that the meditations should be 
identical owing to the essential non-difference of the entities. 

Vedantin: That is no defect, since even though there is no 
such difference in essence, still there can be difference in instruc- 
tion based on differences of modes; and hence there can be a 
difference in meditation according to that instruction, Even 
though the suggestion in the above concluding verse may be 
reasonably interpreted as showing the essential unity of Prana 
and Vayu, still this can have no power to rule out their distinc- 
tion as two separate objects of meditation, as has been shown 
earlier.2® Their difference as objects of meditation cannot be 
nullified also because Praza and Vayu are treated as an illustra- 
tion and the thing illustrated in, “As is the vital force (Praza) in 
the body among these organs, so is Vayu (Air) among these 
gods” (Br. I. v. 22). Hereby is explained the argument 


*'The sunrise and sunsct being dependent on Air (cosmic Energy), 
and Prana being non-diffcrent from Air, it is said that the sunrise and 
sunset occur owing to Prama. But from this the verse can have no power 
to overrule the two meditations separately on the divine and corporeal 
planes, as stated by the Upanisad itself. 
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about the teaching of the vow.’° The “only” used in “only 
a single vow” (Br. I. v. 23) is meant for resorting to the vow 
of Prima to the exclusion of the vows of the organs of speech 
etc., for speech etc. are spoken of as baffled in their vows in 
the text, “Death captured them in the form of fatigue” (Br. I. 
v. 21); but that is not meant for excluding the vow of Air, since 
starting with the text, “Now a consideration of the vow” (Br. 
I. v. 21), it has been ascertained that Praya and Air both remain 
equally unbaffled in their vows. Again, having said, “a man 
should observe only a single vow” (Br. I. v. 23), it is stated 
again, “through it he attains identity with this deity, or lives 
in the same world with him” (ibid.), where the result 1s shown 
to be the attainment of (the deity) Air, thereby proving that 
the vow of Air has not been ruled out. The word “deity” in 
the above quotation must mean Air, since the result sought here 
is the attainment of identity with the unlimited one,*! and since 
it has been used so in an earlier text, “Air is the deity that never 
sets” (Br. I. V. 22). Similarly the Chandogya Upanisad men- 
tions them separately in, “These two that are such are the two 
places of merger—Air among the deities, and Prana among the 
organs” (Ch. IV. iii. 4), and the conclusion also is made sepa- 
rately in, “These then that are five in one group and five in 
another make up ten, and that is Krta”4? (Ch. IV. iii. 8). 
Hence the approach (in meditation) must be separate, as in 
the case of the offerings. Thus it is that in connection with the 
sacrifice called Tripurodasini (having the offering of three 
purodasas or cakes), as prescribed in the passage, “purodasas on 
eleven potsherds are to be offered to king Indra, so also it is to 
be offered to Indra, the super-lord of the organs, and to Indra, 


“Just as the above verse speaks of the oneness of the entity, but not 
of the meditations, so also the mention of the oneness of the vow is 
from the standpoint of the oneness of the entity, but not of the medita- 
tions. 

“Fire etc. are delimited by Air, since they merge in Air. But Air is 
not so delimited by them. So merger in the unlimited means merger in 
Air. 

“The four sides of the dice are marked with 4, 3, 2, and 1, which 
figures, when added up, make ten, and are collectively called Krta. 
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sovereign in heaven” (Tai. S. II. iti. 6), there occurs this 
sentence, “They shall take up the oblations making these avail- 
able for all deities, so that the uttering of the word vasat may 
be unfailing in its result”. From this sentence and from the fact 
that the deity Indra is the same, the opponent (of Mimarmsa) 
would conclude that the offerings are to be made simultane- 
ously,*® whereupon Jaimini concludes that (though Indra is 
one), the attributes of kingship, (super-lordship, sovereignty), 
etc. being different, the yajy@ and anuvakya mantras having 
been enjoined to be reversed,** and the deities being separate as 
they are separately enumerated, the offerings also must be 
separate. 

Similarly here also, although in reality Prana and Vayu are 
the same, still owing to a difference in the aspects to be medi- 
tated on, the meditations also differ. And thus it is said in the 
Devata-Kauda of the Pirva-MImarhsa, ‘The gods are certainly 
different, since they are cognized differently”. But it is to be 
noted that in the Parva-Mimarhsa, the difference among sacrifices 
is also admitted even in accordance with the difference of things 
and deities; but that kind of difference of meditations does not 
exist here, since from the introduction and the end of the in- 
structions on the divine and corporeal planes etc. it is obvious 
that the selfsame meditation is enjoined. And yet even though 
the meditations be the same, the meditator’s function differs 
(with regard to them) in accordance with the difference in the 
divine and corporeal contexts, just as it is the case with regard 
to the Agnihotra sacrifice which differs as an act in accordance 
with the difference of morning and evening. With this idea in 
mind it has been said, “As in the case of the offerings (in the 
Purodaéa sacrifice)”. 


““If the offerings be made one by one for the same deity, the succeeding 
offerings become useless; but this is not so when simultaneous offering 
is made, 

“The mantra read after the Adhvaryu’s direction “Yaja” (sacrifice) is 
yajya, and the mantra read after his direction, “anubribi” (utter) is 
anuvakya. In this sacrifice, the yajya in the first offering becomes the 
anuvakyad in the second, the anuvakyd of the first becomes the ydajya 
of the second. 
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Topic 29: Fires in AGNI-RAHASYA NOT PArRTs OF SACRIFICE 


fomprecatg afe aataetatt ievit 


(Fires in the Agmi-rabasya are not parts of any rite), fe7q- 

5 on account of abundance of indicatory marks fg for 
aq that (mark) qtq: is more powerful (than a context), aq 
that atfir also (was said by Jaimini). 


44, The fires (of the mind, speech, etc. of Agni-rahasya) do 
not form parts of any rite, on account of the abundance of indi- 
catory marks; for these marks are stronger than the context. 
That also was said by Jaimini. 


Doubt: In the Agni-rahbasya (esoteric teaching about the 
fires), occurring in the brabmana of the Vajasaneyins, which 
starts with, “All this was neither existent nor non-existent before 
creation,” it is stated with regard to the mind, “That mind saw 
itself as thirty-six thousand; it saw the adorable fires as belong- 
ing to itself, lighted up by the mind, and conceived of as identi- 
fied with the mental modes” etc. Similarly such notional fires 
are read of separately as, “lighted up by (the organ of speech), 
lighted up by (the organ of smell), lighted up by the eye, lighted 
up by ear, lighted up by the hands, lighted up by (the organ 
of) touch”.*5 With regard to these the doubt arises whether 
these fires, lighted up by the mind etc., are to be used in con- 
nection with rites and they form parts of them, or they are 
independent, existing only for meditation. 

Vedantin: Now when from the context it might appear that 
the fires are to be used in rites, the aphorist asserts their inde- 
pendence by saying, “on account of the abundance of indicatory 


“First the creation of mind is spoken of. Then it is said, “the mind saw 
itself”; and then “it saw the fires”, Although the mental modes are infinite, 
still they are delimited by the human life having a span of a hundred 
years, divided into 36,000 days. Hence the mental modes are also 36,000, 
which are thought of as the bricks of the altar, on which the fire is 
lighted up by the mind itself. The mind saw its own modes, conceived 
of as bricks. Similarly speech etc. also saw their modes as so many fires, 
since the fires are lighted up by those modes, thought of as bricks. 
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marks” etc. For in this Brabmana are to be met with an abun- 
dance of indicatory marks supporting the view that these are 
meant merely for meditation, as for instance, “That being so, 
whatever the beings think of through their minds, by all that 
are lighted up these very fires”, and “Whether a man of such 
knowledge is awake or asleep, all beings light up these fires for 
him for ever’.4® Of course, these indicatory marks are more 
authoritative than the context. That too has been stated in the 
Piirva-Mimarhsa: “In a case where express statement, indicatory 
marks (word capacity), syntactical connection, context, order, 
and name” are in evidence in groups, those coming later in order 
are ruled out by the earlier, since the meanings imparted by 
the succeeding ones are checkmated by the earlier” (Jai. Sa. III. 
ili, 14). 


efaaeg: THOT Rare, fw ATA sult 


THT On the strength of the context (the conceptual fires 
are to be used as) qa-faraed: alternatives for the earlier (actually 
enjoined) fire; eqre frat they should constitute (1.e. form 
parts of) some rite aTaqaq-aq like the imaginary (drinking). 


45. On the strength of the context, the conceptual fires are to 
be used alternatively for the actual fire enjoined earlier. They 
constitute some rite like the imaginary drinking (of Soma juice). 


Opponent: It is not proper to say that these fires are inde- 
pendent and not parts of any rite. Since these fires are read of 
in the context of the (actual) earlier fire associated with rites, 
this instruction must be about a particular alternative form of 
that very fire; but it is not an independent instruction. 


** When one’s meditation of the form, “My mental fires are lighted up 
by all the mental moods of all beings” becomes well established, then by 
all the thoughts of all beings are lighted up the mental fires of that 
meditator. 

The first text indicates that the fires form parts of a meditation only 
and not of any rite, since “doing anything whatsoever” cannot form part 
of a rite, which latter act can be known only from an injunction. Similarly 
the second text speaks of actions by all for ever, whereas an accessory of 
a rite is regulated as to its time, place, and occasion by an injunction. 
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Objection : Is not an indicatory sign more authoritative than a 
context? 

Opponent: That is true; but even an indicatory mark of this 
kind is not more authoritative than the context; for it is noticed 
to be meant for some other purpose, it being meant for the 
glorification of the conceptual fires.47 Although anything which 
is indicatory of something else can logically be interpreted as 
presenting some subsidiary matter, when that something else is 
not in evidence, yet it cannot rule out a context. Hence though 
these fires are got through superimposition, yet by force of the 
context they will subserve some rite. This is like imaginary acts. 
As on the tenth day (actually the eleventh day), called the 
avivikya (speechless, mantra-less) day of the sacrifice which 1s 
known as Dasa-ratra, the sea, imagined to be the Soma Juice, 
is taken up in the earth, imagined to be a vessel, for offering to 
the deity Prajapati. In connection with that, the taking up of 
the Soma vessel, the placing of the vessel on its proper place, 
the offering of the Soma as libation, the taking up of the re- 
mainder after the offering, invitation by the priests to one 
another to partake of the Soma, and the drinking of the Soma 
by them, that are mentioned in the Vedas, are all but mental 
acts. But though that imagination of Soma be mental, it becomes 
a part of the rite, since it occurs in the context of the rite. So 
also must be this imagination of fire in the present context. 


Masa Use 


46. And (this conclusion is supported) by the fact of extended 
application. 


And the extended application of the attributes of the actual 
fire to these mental ones, strengthens the case for their use in 
rites (the extension being made owing to the similarity with the 
accessories of the rites), as shown in, “The adorable fires are 
thirty-six thousand, and each one of them is as great as the 


“ An indicatory sign occurring in an injunction can rule out a context, 
but not so one occurring in a eulogy. “All beings think for ever” is a 
eulogy after all. This sentence has to be construed with an injunction, for 
a eulogy cannot present a new accessory for any rite. 
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(sacrificial) fire mentioned earlier”. For extension of application 
is based on similarity; and from this it follows that since this 
text extends the application of the fire lighted up on the brick 
altar to these mental fires, it thereby indicates that these latter 
subserve some rite. 


fara q frateore uvon 


q Rather (they constitute) far uq a meditation only 
faatzura for so it is determined. 


47, The fires rather constitute only a meditation, for so it is 
determined (in the Vedas). 


Vedantin: The word “rather” sets aside the opposite point of 
view. These fires, lighted up by the mind etc., ought to con- 
stitute a meditation only, and be independent of rites; they are 
not accessories of any rite. That is how it has been ascertained 
in: “All these fires, as such, are lighted up by meditation alone” 
and “For a man of knowledge these fires become surely lighted 
up by meditation”. 


SAT USI 
48. And owing to the indicatory mark met with. 


There is also an indicatory mark to show that these are inde- 
pendent of rites. This was shown earlier under the aphorism, 
“On account of an abundance of indicatory marks” (III. ii. 44). 

Opponent: Even an indicatory mark cannot be authoritative 
about anything when that other thing (other than action i.e. 
meditation) itself is not in evidence. Hence the indicatory 
mark has to be rejected; and it should be concluded on the 
strength of the context that the fires are accessories of a rite. 

Vedantin : Hence the aphorist replies: 


Tefeaaecaa 7 ATT: tvel 


fa-aiie-asrareaned Owing to the greater authoritativeness of 
express statement etc, q also, 4 are: there is no setting aside. 
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49, Moreover, the view (that the fires constitute a meditation) 
cannot be set aside owing to the greater authority of express 
statement etc. 


It is not proper to ascertain on the strength of the context 
that they form parts of some rite and thus to set aside their 
independence of rites, since express statement etc. (indicatory 
mark, syntactical connection) are more authoritative than 
context; for the conclusion arrived at under the aphorism about 
express statement, indicatory mark, etc., has been that express 
statement, indicatory mark, and syntactical connection are more 
authoritative than context (Jai. Su. III. i. 14). And these are 
found here to lead to the view about the independence (of the 
fires). 

How? 

As for express statement, it is, “All these fires, as such, are 
lighted up by meditation alone”. Similarly the indicatory mark 
occurs in, “and whether a man of knowledge is awake or asleep, 
all beings light up those fires for ever”. Similarly there is syntac- 
tical connection in, “By meditation alone are these fires lighted 
up for a man of knowledge”. The express statement “lighted up 
by rneditation alone” made with a restrictive particle (eva— 
alone) will become nullified if these are admitted to be con- 
nected with rites. 

Opponent: This restriction should be interpreted to mean 
that no external accessory is to be used (in lighting the fires). 

Vedantin: The answer is in the negative. If that were the 
implication, then that would have been served by simply saying, 
“lighted up by meditation”, which would amount to declaring 
that these fires in essence constitute a meditation which is free 
from external things, so that this restriction (by “alone”) would 
be uncalled for, since by nature they would be free from ex- 
ternal accessories. And yet even though these fires are independ- 
ent of external accessories, there may arise the possibility of 
their becoming used in rites like the mental drinking of Soma. 
Thus the restriction becomes purposeful by serving to rule that 
possibility out. Similarly the continuity of the act noticed in 
the text, “whether the man of knowledge is awake or asleep, 


III. itt. 50) BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA 735 


all beings light up these fires for him for ever”, can be 
possible only if these are independent of rites. Just as in connec- 
tion with the Agnihotra sacrifice performed with the organ of 
speech and the vital force, through an act of mental super- 
imposition, it is first said, ““Then he offers the vital force to 
the organ of speech, then he offers the organ of speech to the 
vital force” (Kau. II. 5), and then it is said, “He offers these 
two unending immortal oblations for ever in wakefulness and 
sleep” (ibid.), similar is the case here. But if the fires formed 
parts of rites, they would not have been thought of as being 
used continuously, since their application in rites would have 
lasted only for a short time. And it cannot be reasonably held 
that this is a mere eulogy. For a simple declaration (without 
clear injunction) of anything can properly be accepted as a 
eulogy only where one comes across distinct indicative marks 
etc. pointing out an (independent) injunction. But since no 
other clear injunction is discernible here, the application of these 
meditations has to be inferred from the mere declaration itself. 
And that can be inferred only in conformity with the declara- 
tion; therefore, by noticing the continuous application of the 
fires, they have to be inferred to be continuous. From this it 
follows that in keeping with this situation, these fires stand 
proved as independent of rites. Hereby is explained the text, 
“That being so, whatever the beings think of through their 
minds, by all that are lighted up these very fires,” etc. So also 
the syntactical connection contained in, “for a man of know- 
ledge”, which speaks of the connection of these fires with a 
distinct person only, militates against any connection with a 
sacrifice. Hence the view about independence is more weighty. 


HATTA: TARAITAATAAREEA TFT] IYoll 
TT Ta Aaa: Owing to being linked up (with the mind) 
and such other reasons, (the mental fires are independent) 
Wal-Aeadt-JaaeqT-Aq even as other meditations have their separate- 
ness. ww And gp: it is seen (that sacrifices are treated as 
separate); aq that 3A was stated (by Jaimini). 


50. On account of being linked up with the mind and such 
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other reasons, the mental fires are independent even as other 
meditations are, And it is seen that the sacrifices are treated as 
independent (irrespective of their context), as was pointed out 
by Jaimini. 


The context has to be waived and the independence of the 
fires, lighted up by the mind etc., have to be understood for 
this further reason that all the subsidiary acts presupposed in a 
rite are linked up here with the modes of the mind etc. in the 
text, “They (the fires) are established merely mentally, built 
up mentally only; mentally only is the Soma vessel taken up; 
the Udgaté sings the Sama (song) mentally, the Hota recites 
the hymns mentally. And whatever else has to be done in this 
sacrifice, that is either indirectly or directly conducive to the 
fulfilment of the sacrifice, all that is but mental, all that is to 
be done mentally (by the man of knowledge) in connection 
with those fires consisting of thoughts and lighted up by the 
mind”. This linking up with the mind leads to the conclusion 
that it is all a case of meditation through superimposition. And 
it cannot be proper that anyone should hanker to get the 
(material) accessories of a sacrifice with the help of imaginary 
superimposition when these materials themselves are physically 
present. It should not be misconceived here that just like the 
meditation on the Udgitha (Ch. I. i. 1), the mental fires are 
connected with the accessories of a sacrifice, and so they should 
form parts of a sacrifice; for the Vedic texts are dissimilar. The 
text here does not say that a certain accessory of a rite is to be 
taken up and the notion of such and such a thing should be 
superimposed on it; but it merely selects the thirty-six thousand 
different mental moods and imagines them to be fires, vessels, 
etc., just as it is done in the case of a man thought of as a sac- 
rifice (Ch. III. xvi.). As for this number, it is to be understood 
that the number as found in the case of the days in the whole 
span of a man’s life is superimposed on the mental moods. Thus 
the fires lighted up by the mind etc. are independent of rites 
owing to their being linked up with the mind. 

The portion “and such other reasons” (in the aphorism), is 
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to be understood to include “extended application” etc. as far as 
possible. For instance the text, “each one of them is as great 
as the former (fire used in an actual sacrifice)”, extends the 
greatness of the fire in an ordinary sacrifice to each one of the 
fires in the meditation, thereby showing a disregard for rites. It 
cannot be argued that the latter (mental fires) can be accepted 
as substitutes for the former (actual fires) on the mere ground 
of their having some connection with rites, for the latter (con- 
ceptual fires) cannot be helpful to a rite in the very same way 
as the former (actual) fire is by holding the offering, and so on. 
As for the assertion that the argument about extension of appli- 
cation confirms the opponent’s view as well, inasmuch as an 
application of the method of extension is possible where there 
is a similarity, that (argument) is refuted by pointing out that 
in our view also there is the similarity of both being fires, for 
even the imaginary fires are fires. The other reasons like “express 
statement” have already been advanced. 

Thus owing to such reasons as being linked up with the mind, 
the fires lighted up by the mind etc. are independent of rites 
even as other meditations are independent. As other meditations, 
for instance, the “meditation of Sandilya”, which being linked 
up with their respective related objects, are certainly different 
from rites and are also separate from other meditations, similar 
is the case here. Moreover, it is seen that the rite called Avesti, 
read of in the context of the Rajastiya sacrifice, has more excel- 
lence (e.g. wider use) than the context warrants, since it is 
linked up with the three castes, whereas the Rajasiiya sacrifice 
has to be performed by the kings alone. This has been stated in 
the Pairva-Mimarhsa in the aphorism, “If it be argued that the 
Avesti sacrifice forms a part of the Rajasilya sacrifice, then we 


say that it 1s not so, since the Avesti is associated with the three 
castes’*® (XI. iv. 7). 


“In the course of prescribing the Rajasiiya sacrifice, the Avesti sacrifice, 
to be performed by the three castes is mentioned. The Rajastya is to be 
performed by a Ksatriya only, but the Avesti can be performed by 
Brahmanas, Ksatriyas, and Vaisyas. Hence it is independent of and better 
than the Rajasiiya. 


47 
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qT aArHeesay cae fe atarafa: uyen 


aq Not aff even arateatq on the ground of similarity (the 
mental fires become parts of rites) gqweq: for it is noticed 
(that they are useful to a man) yYaq as it is in the case of 
death; fg for 4 stn-atqfa: the (heavenly) world does not 
Become (fire, because of similarity). 


51. Not even on the ground of similarity can the mental fires 
become subservient to rites, since they are noticed to serve 
human needs, just as it is in the case of death; for the world 
does not become fire just because of a similarity. 


It was stated (by the opponent) that like the imaginary Soma 
juice etc. the mental fires are but substitutes for the fire used in 
the actual sacrifice (III. ili. 45). That is being refuted. Not even 
from the similarity with the imaginary Soma etc. are the fires, 
lighted up by the mind etc., to be considered parts of a rite, 
since from the reasons like “express statement”, adduced earlier, 
they are seen to serve merely human purposes (i.e. of the 
aspirant).49 Not that something cannot be similar to something 
else in some respect; but its individual distinction is not oblit- 
erated thereby, as in the case of death. Thus in the texts “This 
very Being indeed, that is in the solar orb, is Death” (Sa. B. X. 
v. 2.3), and “Fire is Death” (Br. III. 11. 10), the word Death is 
used equally for fire and the Being in the sun; yet they do not 
become absolutely the same. Again, just as in the text, “O 
Gautama, the other world is surely a fire, and of this the sun is 
the fuel” (Ch. V. iv. 1), the world does not become a fire just 
because of the analogy of fuel etc., so also is the case here. 


Roy A yea Aer Wecaagaeag: WAM 


qv According to the subsequent (brahmana text) 4 also 
(is known that) efszeq the scripture has arfseny that injunc- 
tion in view; q but aaa: the connection (with the actual 
fire) qqecatq is on account of the abundance (of the attri- 
butes of the latter that are imagined). 


**And not the purposes of a sacrifice. 
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52. From the subsequent brabmana text also it is known that 
the scripture has that (prescription of a meditation) in view; 
but the connection with fire occurs because of the abundance 
of the attributes of fire that have to be imagined bere. 


Even later on, in the immediately subsequent brabmana text 
starting with, “This world is surely the sacrificial fire that is 
lighted up”, it is gathered that “the scripture has that injunction 
in view”, that the purpose of the text is merely to enjoin a 
meditation, and not imparting any injunction about any purely 
subsidiary part of a ritual. Even there occurs the verse, “They 
ascend there through meditation where all desires get van- 
quished. People proceeding by the Southern Path do not reach 
there, nor even the ignorant people engaged in austerities” (Sa. 
B.), in which this very fact is shown by condemning mere rites 
and praising meditation. Similarly also even in the earlier 
brabmana text starting with, “this (solar) orb that scatters heat” 
(Sa. B. II. v. 2.23), the predominance of meditation is noticeable 
and not that of rites, since the conclusion is made with the 
words, “He who has Death as his Self, becomes immortal”, which 
state the result of meditation. (In common with them) this must 
be the case here as well (in the middle portion) because of 
similarity with them. On account of the further reason, how- 
ever, that quite a number of attributes of the sacrificial fire are 
to be imagined in this meditation, the meditation is linked up 
with that fire; but this is not done so owing to its being a part 
of any rite. Hence it is established that the fires lighted up by 
the mind etc. constitute nothing but a meditation. 


Topic 30: THe Sevr Distincr FROM Bopy 
UR Met: TIT AT Ul 


wat Some (deny) aera: the soul’s (existence) TAT owing 
to its existence aye when the body «is. 


53. Some deny the existence of the soul, its existence berg 
‘dependent on the existence of the body. 
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The existence of the soul, as distinct from the body, is being 
confirmed here in order to establish its aptitude for bondage and 
liberation. For if there be no soul, distinct from the body, there 
can be no logicality for imparting instruction about results to 
be attained in the other world; and in that case, for whom can 
it be taught that his soul is identical with Brahman? 

Opponent : In the very beginning of the scripture (of Pirva- 
Mimarhsa), in the first chapter, the existence of the soul, 
competent to enjoy the fruits mentioned in the scriptures and 
distinct from the body, was spoken of. 

Vedantin : True it has been said so by the commentator; but 
no aphorism occurs there about the existence of the soul, 
whereas here the existence of that soul is established by the 
aphorist himself after raising a doubt about its existence. When 
the teacher Sabarasvami discussed the existence of the soul in 
connection with the characteristics of valid means of proof in 
the Parva-Mimarmsa, he drew upon this aphorism itself. And it 
is for this reason that the great Upavarsa cited this one by saying, 
“We shall discuss this in the Vedanta-Sttra’”’, when the occasion 
arose in the Purva-Mimarhsé to speak of the existence of the 
Self.5° 

Now, here, in the course of discussion of the meditations got 
from injunctions, this existence of the soul is being considered 
in order to show that this question underlies all the scriptures. 
Moreover, under the previous topic it was taken for granted 
that something could be taken apart from its context, and 
thereby it was shown that the fires lighted by the mind etc. 
are conducive to human good (by forming parts of meditation). 
It having become necessary now to explain who that aspirant 
is and for whose sake these fires lighted by the mind etc. exist, 
it is being stated here that the soul has its existence apart from 
the body. This first aphorism is presented by way of doubting 
that existence, the idea being that when the statement of refuta- 


© When the truth of the text, “the sacrificer, armed with sacrifices, goes 
to heaven”, had to be proved by showing the existence of the soul and 
no aphorism was in evidence in the Purva-Mimamsa, Sabarasvami had to 
depend on the present aphorism. That he did so, is clear from what 
Upavarsa says. 
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tion comes after raising the doubt, it produces a firm conviction 
about the subject-matter presented, on the analogy of driving 
in a peg.5! 

(Opponent :) With regard to this, there are some materialists 
who identify the soul with the body itself, and think that there 
is no soul distinct from the body. Under this belief they consider 
it possible that although sentience is not seen to belong to the 
external things like earth etc. taken either individually or col- 
lectively, yet it may belong to the elements transformed into 
bodies, and they say that sentience 1s but consciousness arising 
from them like the power of intoxication (existing imperceptibly 
in betels etc.), and that a man is nothing but the body dowered 
with sentience. They also assert that apart from the body, there 
is no soul able to attain either heaven or liberation, and that the 
body itself is both sentience and soul. They adduce this reason: 
“its existence being dependent on the existence of the body”. 
Anything whose existence depends on the existence of another, 
and which ceases to be when that other thing is not there, is 
ascertained to be an attribute of the latter, as for instance, heat 
and light are attributes of fire. As regards such attributes as the 
activities of the vital force, sentience, memory, etc., which are 
held to belong to the soul according to the believers in the soul, 
they too are perceived within the body and: not outside; and 
hence so long as any substance other than the body cannot be 
proved, they must be the attributes of the body itself. Hence 
the soul is not distinct from the body. 

Vedantin: Under such a predicament we say: 


sae SMa TST Wy 


q But + not so; (there is) aqfetm: distinction aq-aATa- 
because of non-existence (of consciousness) even 
when that (body) exists, SasTay as in perception. 


54. But this is not so; there is.a distinction (between the soul 
and the body) because consciousness may not exist even when 
the body exists, as it is in the case of perception. 


* When driving in a post into soft ground, one repeatedly pulls it out 
and forces it into the ground, so that it may get fixed deep and firm. 
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But the fact is not as it is stated, viz that the soul is not distinct 
from the body. For it must be distinct from the body, “since 
consciousness does not exist even when the body is there”. If 
from the fact that the attributes of the soul exist when the body 
exists, you infer that those attributes belong to the body, then 
why should it not also be inferred that they are not the attri- 
butes of the body owing to their non-existence even when the 
body is present, they being different from the characteristics of 
the body? For attributes like form (or colour) etc., which 
belong to the body, may very well last as long as the body 
persists, but such characteristics as the activities of the vital 
force do not occur after death even though the body exists. 
And such attributes of the body as form (or colour) etc. are 
perceived by others (outside the body), but not so are such 
characteristics of the soul as consciousness, memory, etc. More- 
over, the existence of these attributes can be conclusively 
determined when the body continues during a man’s life, but 
their non-existence cannot be so detcrmined from the non- 
existence of the body. For even when this body has fallen, per- 
chance these attributes of the soul may well persist by transfer- 
ring themselves to some other body. Even (if this be a doubtful 
theory), that doubt can well demolish the opposite point of 
view. And the opponent has to be asked as to what he thinks 
the nature of this consciousness to be that he would fain derive 
it from the elements. For the materialists do not accept any 
principle over and above the four elements (earth, water, fire, 
and air). 

Opponent: Consciousness is nothing but the perception of 
the elements and the derivatives of elements. 

Vedantin: In that case these elements etc. are objects of 
perception, and hence sentience cannot be an attribute of these 
elements etc., since a thing cannot act on itself. For fire, though 
possessing heat, does not burn itself, nor does an actor (or 
acrobat), trained though he be, ride on his own shoulder. And 
it cannot be that consciousness which is an attribute of the 
elements and their derivatives, (and is hence one with them), 
will perceive those elements etc. For neither one’s own form 
nor of anybody else is perceived by forms etc., whereas external 
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elements and their derivatives are perceived by consciousness. 
Hence just as the existence of this perception of the elements 
and their derivatives is admitted, so also must its separateness 
from them be admitted. According to us, the soul is by nature 
the very essence of perception itself; and hence the soul 
is distinct from the body; and it is eternal, because conscious- 
ness is uniform by nature. For, although the soul comes to be 
associated with other states (i.e. limiting adjuncts), still in such 
experiences as, “It is I that saw this”, its identity as the perceiver 
is recognized; and this identity has to be admitted so that 
memory etc. may be reasonably upheld.5? As for the argument 
that since consciousness occurs in the body, it must be an 
attribute of the body, that is refuted in the way we have already 
shown. Moreover, though perception takes place when light 
and other accessories are present, but not when they are absent, 
it does not follow from this that perception is an attribute of 
the light etc. That being the case, it does not follow that con- 
sciousness should be an attribute of the body just because it 
occurs where the body is present and does not occur where the 
body is absent; for the usefulness of the body can be explained 
away as serving merely the purposes of an auxiliary like light 
etc. Furthermore, the body is not seen to be an absolutely 
contributory factor in perception, since even when this body 
lies inactive in dream, many kinds of perception are seen to take 
place. Hence the existence of the sou! distinct from the body is 
beyond criticism. 


Topic 31: MeEpIraATIONs CoNNECTED WITH ACCESSORIES 
or RITFs 


a Tada 7 uae fe sfateq yy 


a 1-aaqet: The (meditations) connected with the accessories 
(of rites), q however, 4 (are) not (to be confined) TATA 


*In dream, a man has no consciousness of the gross body; still self- 
identity persists. Even if it be argued that he is conscious of his dream 
body, then let us take the case of memory, wish etc., where the identity 
of the perceiver and the one who remembers or wishes has to be admitted 
perforce. 
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to the branches (of the Vedas where they occur); fg because 
sfa-aaq (they are to be adopted) in all the (branches of the) 
Vedas. 


5S. But the meditations connected with the accessories of rites 
are not to be confined to the branches of the Vedas in which 
they obtain, for they are to be adopted in all the (branches of 
the) Vedas. 


The topic of the soul that cropped up incidentally is finished. 
Now we follow the subject under discussion. 

Doubt : Some meditations that are connected with the acces- 
sories of rites like Udgitha etc. and are enjoined in all the Vedas 
in their different branches, as for instancc, “One shall meditate 
on the letter Om as Udgitha” (Ch. I. 1. 1), “One shall meditate 
on the fivefold Sama by superimposing on it the idea of the 
worlds” (Ch. II. 1. 1), “That which people mention as ‘Uktha’, 
(‘Uktha’, a hymn used as a part of a rite) is but this that is the 
earth” (Ai. A. II. i. 2), “This fire that is lighted (in the sacrifice) 
is but this world” (Sa. B. X. v. 4.1), and so on; are these to 
remain confined to the Udgitha ctc. just as they obtain in the 
respective branches, or are they to be extended to all the 
branches? This is the doubt, and it arises from the fact that the 
Udgitha etc. differ from one branch to another owing to a 
difference in their intonation etc. So what should be the con- 
clusion? 

Opponent : They are enjoined in connection with the Udgitha 
etc. as presented in their own respective branches. 

Why? 

Because of proximity. For the curiosity to know the particular 
(Udgitha) after hearing the text, “One shall meditate on Om as 
the Udgitha” (Ch. I. i. 1), stated in a general way, is removed 
by the (proximately) particularized (Udgitha) contained in that 
very branch itself, so that there is no justification for skipping 
over this and borrowing any particular one from another 
branch. Hence the meditations remain confined to the branches 
where they obtain. 

Vedantin : This being the position, the aphorist says, “But the 
meditations, connected with the accessories” etc. The word 
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“but” rules out the opponent’s view. These will not remain 
confined each to the branch of its own Veda, but will extend to 
all the branches. 

Why? 

Because the Vedic text about Udgitha etc. are stated in a 
general way. If it be confined to its own branch, then the text 
“One shall meditate on the Udgitha”’, which is stated in a general 
way and is not meant for any restricted application, will remain 
confined to a particular context on the strength of proximity, 
and thus the general (express) statement will be adversely 
affected. But this is not proper. For an express statement is more 
authoritative than proximity. It cannot also be argued that no 
concept (and hence meditation) is possible with regard to a 
general factor. Hence though there is a difference in intonation 
etc. (in the different branches), still on account of the fact that 
the Udgitha is one and the same, this kind of meditation should 
be undertaken with regard to the Udgitha etc. in all the 
branches. 


yeafeaqatstacter: Wel! 


at Or rather a-q-atfa-qq as in the case of mantras etc. 
afazvig: there is no contradiction. 


56. Or rather (they are to be adopted in other branches) like 
the mantras; (and thus) there is no contradiction. 


Or there is no scope for any doubt as to how the conceptions 
about Udgitha etc. occurring in one branch can apply to those 
in other branches; because it can be shown that there is no 
contradiction in this even as there is none in the case of mantras 
etc. For it is seen that mantras, rites, and subsidiaries occurring 
in one branch are taken over to some other branch. Thus even 
for those (belonging to the Yajur-Veda) who do not have the 
muntra, “Kutarurasi (thou art the kwvtaru)”, meant for use when 
taking up a stone pestle (for grinding rice), the injunction for 
its application is seen to be stated thus: “He shall take up the 
stone with the mantra, “Thou art kutarw or ‘thou art kukkuta’ 
(i.e. cock).” Similarly even for those (of the Maitrayana branch) 
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who do not have the scriptural mention (in their own branch) 
of the subsidiary sacrifices, viz Samidh, (Taniinapata, Ida, 
Barhih, Svahakara), still an injunction about the subsidiaries (i.e. 
about their number) is found there in the text, “The five 
Prayajas (cow.ting from Samidh) are (equal in number to) the 
five seasons (autumn and winter being counted as one), and 
‘they are to be performed in one and the same place”. So also 
for those (of the Yajur-Veda) who have no such mantra as, 
‘The goat is meant to be sacrificed to Agni-Soma,” stating the 
class of the animal to be sacrificed, (but simply have the mantra, 
“He shall sacrifice the animal to Agni-Soma”), for them also a 
mantra text suggestive of that particular animal is found in the 
mantra (recited by the Adhvaryu), “O(priest Hotr), chant the 
hymn for the offering of the fat and marrow of the goat”. Thus 
also the mantras, “Agnerverhotram veradhbvaram—O Fire, 
promote the Hota and the sacrifice”, originally occurring in the 
Sama-Veda, is seen to be applied to the Yajur-Veda. So again the 
mantra, “He, O people, is Indra who from his birth was the 
greatest in virtues and possessed of discrimination”, originally 
found in the Rg-Veda, is seen to be adopted in the Yajur-Veda 
as noted in the text, “The mantra starting with, ‘He, O people’, 
is to be used for application by the priest Adhvaryu”. Thus as 
the accessories of rites on which meditations are based are seen 
to be adopted in all the branches, so also should be the medita- 
tions based on them. And hence there is no contradiction. 


Topic 32: MEDITATION ON VAISVANARA AS A WHOLE 


wea: aassarecd aa fg aatafa tye 


(Meditation) qyrq: on the whole has sarqaxayq greater impor- 
tance *qaq as in the case of sacrifices, fg for qaT so zaafa (the 
Upanisad) shows. 


57. The meditation on the whole is of greater tmportance gust 
as in the case of sacrifices. For so the Upanisad shows. 


Doubt: The meditation on Vaisvanara in parts, as also as a 
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whole, is heard of in the anecdote starting with, “Pracinasala, 
son of Upamanyu” (Ch. V. xi. 1). As for the meditation on 
partial aspects, it occurs in such texts as, “(ASvapati Kekaya 
asked), ‘O son of Upamanyu, on what do you meditate as the 
Self?’ He said, ‘O venerable king, I meditate on heaven itself (as 
Vaisvanara).’ ‘This Self that you meditate on is (that aspect of) 
the Vaisvanara Self called the effulgent one’” (Ch. V. xii. 1), 
and so on. Similarly also the meditation as a whole occurs in, 
“Of this Vaisvanara Self, the head is the effulgent heaven, the 
eye is the sun, the vital force is air, the trunk of the body is 
space, the bladder is water, and the feet are the earth itself” (Ch. 
V. xvili. 2). With regard to that the doubt arises, should there 
be a double meditation here, both in parts and as a whole, or 
should it be only of the whole? What should be the conclusion? 

Opponent: Owing to the use of the predicate “(you) 
meditate” in connection with every limb counting from heaven, 
and owing to the mention of separate results as in, “In your 
line would be extracted the Soma juice (that is to say, the Soma 
sacrifice will be performed) well and plentifully” (Ch. V. xii. 
1), the conclusion to be drawn is that the meditations are to 
proceed in parts. 

Vedantin : Hence it is said: The idea intended to be imparted 
in this text ought to be, “a greater importance”, because of the 
pre-eminence of the entire thing, viz of the meditation on 
Vaisvanara as a whole, comprising all His parts; but the idea is 
not of the meditation on the limbs separately. This is “‘as it is in 
the case of sacrifices’—this is just as it is in such sacrifices as 
the DarSa-Piirnamasa etc. where an integral act, comprising the 
principal sacrifice and its limbs as a whole is intended, but not 
so the separate performance of Pray4aja etc., nor even the per- 
formance of the principal sacrifice along with a particular part 
alone. 

Why so? 

“Because of the greater importance of the whole. Thus it is 
that the text shows the pre-eminence of the whole inasmuch as 
the whole text is seen to imply a single idea; for from a consid- 
eration of the sequence of the narration it becomes clear that 
it imparts a single idea about the meditation on Vaisvanara. Thus 
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it is seen that the narration begins with the statement that six 
seers counting from PracinaSdla to Uddalaka, who were not 
able to arrive at any complete knowledge about the meditation 
on Vaisvanara approached ASvapati, king of the Kekayas. Then 
we are told one by one of heaven etc. meditated on by these 
sages separately. Later on the text teaches that these are but 
head etc. of Vaisvanara in such sentences as, “ ‘But this is only 
the head of that Self’ said he” (Ch. V. xii. 2), and it condemns 
the separate meditations in such sentences as, “Had you not 
come to me, your head would have dropped off” (ibid.). Again, 
turning back from the separate meditations and following the 
meditation on the total aspect, the text shows the result pertain- 
ing to the whole in the sentence, “He eats food in all the worlds 
through all beings and through all the souls” (Ch. V. xviii, 1). 
As for the mention of results individually in respect of medita- 
tions on heaven etc., these are to be considered from this point 
of view as pertaining to the parts of a whole, but getting united 
in that whole which is the principal factor. Similarly the use of 
the predicate, “(you) meditate” (by Asvapati) in relation to 
each “limb” (of Vaisvanara) is meant simply as a reiteration of 
the other’s idea (i.e. of the sage he is speaking to), but it is not 
meant for prescribing a partial meditation. Hence the view 
advocating the meditation as a whole is more weighty. 

Some, however, while establishing here the view that the 
meditation on the whole is more weighty, argue on the very 
basis of the term “greater importance” that the meditation on 
the limbs is also approved by the aphorist. But that is improper. 
For when a unity of idea is palpable, it is improper to resort to 
a splitting of that unity (by assuming two meanings for the same 
passage). Moreover, that would run counter to such deprecating 
sentences as, “your head would have dropped off” (Ch. V. xii. 
2) etc. Furthermore, when the meditation as a whole becomes 
clear from the conclusion, it is not possible to deny it from the 
point of view of the opponent. Besides, the statement about 
“greater importance” in the aphorism may well be justified as 
meant for showing the greater validity of the entire meditation 
as compared with the partial meditation. 
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Topic 33: WHEN MEDITATIONS DIFFER 


AT aeaferarq Ys 


(The meditations are) atay different geq-arfe-ware in accor- 
dance as terminology etc. differ. 


58. The meditations are different when there is a difference in 
terminology etc. 


Opponent: Under the earlier topic it was stated that the 
meditation on the whole is better in spite of the mention of 
separate results for meditations on heaven etc. From this the 
idea crops up that other meditations also, even though occurring 
in different Upanisadic texts, have to be undertaken in a 
combined form. Moreover, when the entity meditated on is the 
same, the meditations cannot be cognized as different. Even as 
the articles and gods (associated with a sacrifice) determine the 
nature of a sacrifice, so also the entity meditated on determines 
the nature of the meditation. And although the Upanisadic texts 
differ, the object of meditation is known in the following texts 
to be the same God alone: “Identified with the mind and having 
Prana as the body” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), “Ka (Bliss) is Brahman, 
Kha (Space) is Brahman” (Ch. IV. x. 5), “Having inevitable 
desire and irresistible will” (Ch. VIII. 1. 5), and so on; similarly 
also in, “Prama is but one”, “Prana is the place of merger” (Ch. 
IV. iii. 3), “Praépa is indecd the first-born and the foremost” 
(Ch. V. 1. 1), “Prana is the father, and Praga the mother” (Ch. 
VII. xv. 1), and so on, whcre we gather from the Upanisad 
the oneness of the meditation owing to the oneness of the object 
of meditation. From this point of view the diversity of the 
Upanisadic texts is not useless, since these texts are concerned 
with stating the different characteristics (of the same entity 
involved in a meditation). Hence for the completion of a medi- 
tation, all the characteristics prescribed in either one’s own 
branch or other branches with regard to the same object of 
meditation have to be combined together. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist holds: “The 
meditations are different” etc. Even though the object of medi- 
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tation be the same, still the meditations of this class ought to be 
different. 

Why? 

“Because of the difference of terminology etc.”, inasmuch as 
such difference of terminology is met with as “veda (knows)”, 
“wpasita (should meditate)”, “sa kratum kurvita (He shall make 
a resolve)” (Ch. III. xiv. 1), and so on. And it was ascertained 
earlier (in Pairva-Mimirnsa II. ii, 1), that a difference in terminol- 
ogy causes a difference in the rites: “when there is a difference 
of words (conveying different ideas, e.g. yajati, dadati, juboti— 
sacrifices, gives, pours oblation), the rites differ, since they are 
accepted as denoting separate actions”. From the use of “etc.” in 
the aphorism it follows that attributes etc. are also to be under- 
stood as making difference in rites as far as possible.5* 

Opponent: In the case of such words as “veda”, a mere 
difference of form is noticed, but there is no difference of 
meaning like “‘yajati (sacrifices)”, etc., since veda etc. imply the 
same mental mood, and since no other meaning is possible.54 
So how can a difference in words lead to a difference in medi- 
tations? 

Vedantin: That is no fault, since even though there may be 
no difference as regards the mental mode implied, still a differ- 
ence may arise from the things they are linked up with.55 
Though God, who is to be meditated on, is the same, still 
different and exclusive attributes are taught about Him in 
different contexts. Similarly even though Prana, as an object of 
meditation, is the same in different contexts, it is to be meditated 
on in one context as possessed of some attributes, and in another 
context as possessed of still others. Thus from the fact that the 


The meditations are different according to the (1) different charac- 
teristics attributed to the object in different contexts, (2) the difference 
of results, (3) difference of names, or (4) impossibility of combining all 
the characteristics. 

“Vid may either imply knowledge or meditation; but no injunction 
about knowledge is possible, and hence veda means “meditates”. 

® Sacrifice, gift, pouring oblation, etc. do not differ as meaning acts; 
yet they have their specific differences. So “veda”, “updsita” etc. may not 
differ as mental moods, and yet may differ for reasons shown in an earlier 
footnote (53). 
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injunctions differ in accordance with the chain of things with 
which an object is linked up, the meditations also come to be 
known as separate. And it cannot be argued that in such a case, 
one is the injunction about meditation, while the others are 
subsidiary injunctions (about attributes); for there is no reason 
determining such a division. Again, since the attributes are quite 
numerous in each context, it is not proper to call into service 
some meditation already known and add to it the different 
attributes (in the different contexts, for that will lead to a break 
in the unity of idea). And from the (opponent’s) point of view, 
there is no justification for the repeated mention of such 
qualities as possession of “inevitable desires” etc., since they are 
the same. Besides, these cannot be combined under a single idea, 
since in every context each separate text proceeds like this, 
“One desirous of such a result shall meditate thus”, and “one 
who desires such another result shall meditate thus”, which leave 
no lacunae to be filled up by borrowing from another context. 
And unlike the injunction about the meditation on Vaisvanara 
as a whole, there is no injunction about meditation as a whole 
in the cases of “the meditation of Sandilya” and so on, on the 
strength of which the meditations occurring in the different 
contexts could have become subsidiary meditations and could 
have been thus combined to give rise to a composite idea. But 
if any such absolute assertion is made that in all cases of the 
sameness of the object of meditation, the meditation also must 
be one and the same, then one will be undertaking the impossible 
task of combining all the charactcristics (everywhere). Hence 
it is well said, “The meditations are different when there is a 
difference in terminology”. Of course it is to be understood 
that the topic of the unity of idea in the Upanisgads (III. iii. 1-4), 
proceeds by assuming that this topic is already in existence.®¢ 


Topic 34: ALTERNATIVE MEDITATIONS 
fanraisfaftrenecag nye 
(Any one meditation is) faeq: an alternative (for others), 


Logically this topic should head this chapter, though it crops up here 
as a side issue connected with other topics. 
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afafere-wecatq because of the indistinguishability (i.e. same- 


ness) of ‘result. 


59. Any one meditation (can be accepted as) an alternative 
for other meditations, because their result is the same. 


Doubt: It having been established that the meditations differ, 
now it is being considered whether the aspirant has the option 
to undertake them collectively or alternatively just as he pleases, 
or it is compulsory to choose only one of these alternatives. 

Opponent: Among these alternatives, there is no reason in 
evidence that can decide in favour of a compulsory combination, 
since the difference of meditations is an established fact. 

Objection: But such rites as Agnihotra, Darsa-Piirnamasa, 
etc., are seen to be combined regularly, even though they are 
divergent. 

Opponent : That creates no difficulty, since in respect of those 
rites there is a scriptural prescription about their regular combi- 
nation; but in respect of these meditations no such scriptural 
text about regular combination exists. Hence there can be no 
compulsion about combination. Nor can there be any compul- 
sion about accepting only one from among them; for if a man 
is qualified for one meditation he is not debarred thereby from 
another. As a last alternative the meditations can be adopted 
indiscriminately. 

Objection : Since these meditations have the same result, they 
should logically be considered alternatives to be chosen from. 
Thus it is noticed that the meditations contained in, “identified 
with the mind and having Prama as the body” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), 
“Bliss is Brahman, Space is Brahman” (Ch. IV. x. 5), “having 
unfailing desire, and irresistible resolve” (Ch. VIII. i. 5), and 
other texts, have the same result consisting in the realization of 
God. 

Opponent: That creates no difficulty, since it is seen in the 
case of rites leading to heaven that though they bear similar 
results, yet are undertaken according to the option (of the 
aspirants). 

Vedantin: Thus the conclusion being that the meditations are 
to be undertaken indiscriminately (but not collectively or only 
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one out of many), it is being said: Any one of the meditations 
is individually as good as the others; and no combination is 
needed. 

Why? 

Since the result is the same. For the result of these meditations 
consisting in the direct perception of the object of meditation, 
is the sare and when the perception of the object of medita- 
tion, be it God or any other entity, occurs as result of a single 
meditation, the other meditations become useless. Moreover, the 
theory of combination will lead to an impossibility of direct 
perception, since such a combination will lead to distraction 
of the mind. And the result, viz illumination that is achievable 
through direct perception, is shown in such Upanisadic texts as, 
“An aspirant who has such a vision (that he is Brahman), and has 
no doubt, attains Brahman” (Ch. III. xiv. 4), “becoming God 
(in this life) he attains Godhood (even after death)” (Br. IV. 1. 
2) etc., as also by Smptis in such texts as, “continuously engaged 
in His thoughts” (Gita, VIII. 6), and so on.5? So an aspirant 
should choose one of the meditations, bearing the same result; 
and he should continue in it wholeheartedly till he attains the 
result through the direct perception of the object of medita- 
tion. 


Topic 35: MEDITATIONS YIELDING WorLDLY REsULTS 


PMY TATA AMAA A TASCTATATT Ugo 
But strat: the meditations yielding desired (worldly) 


results (either) TTHHTIT] will be combined ay or @ not qar- 


eraq at will, 74 -84-TATATA since the previous reason does not 
exist. 


60. As for the meditations (based on symbols and) under- 
taken for fulfilment of worldly desires, they may be either 


The aphorism deals with ahbam-graha-upasana, meditation based on 
self-identity with divinity. The opponent can argue that these meditations 
yield results through adrsta just like rites; and hence direct perception is 
uncalled for. But the texts quoted show that abam-graha-upasana leads to 
direct perception. 


48 
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combined or not combined according to one’s option, since the 
previous reason (of sameness of result) does not exist. 


The present aphorism is by way of illustrating the opposite 
of what was stated under, “because their result is the same” 
(III. iu. 59). In meditations (through symbols) which are under- 
taken for prosperity etc., as mentioned in such texts as, “One 
who knows thus that Air is the calf of the directions, does not 
have to lament for the death of a son” (Ch. III. xv. 2), “He who 
meditates on names as Brahman, moves about freely at will in 
all places where names exist” (Ch. VIII. 1. 5), and so on, and 
which like rites yield their own fruits by being first converted 
into adrsta (unseen potential result), there is no expectancy of 
direct perception. These may be combined or not combined at 
will, “since the previous reason does not exist”, “since the 
previous reason”, viz possession of the same result, “does not 
exist” here to determine an alternative adoption at will. 


Topic 36: MepIraTions BasED ON SUBSIDIARIES 


TA TATA: GLI 


@ ty In the cases of (meditations based on) the subsidiaries, 
FAl-—aaya-uta: their position is the same as of their bases. 


61. In the cases of the meditations based on the subsidiaries 
(of rites), their position is the same as of their bases. 


Opponent: The doubt arises as to whether the conceptions 
prescribed in the three Vedas in connection with Udgitha etc., 
which are the subsidiaries of rites, are to be combined or they 
are to be undertaken at will. The aphorist says that “their posi- 
tion is the same as those of their bases’. As their bases, viz the 
hymns etc., are applied in groups, so also must be the concepts 
in a meditation, for the concepts are determined by their bases. 


farscat We2I 


62. (The meditations are to be combined), also because they 
are enjoined (in the Vedas). 
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Opponent: Just as the bases of the meditations, viz hymns 
etc., are enjoined in the Vedas, so also are the meditations based 
on them. Even from the point of view of instruction there is 
no difference between the accessories of rites and the concep- 
tions based on them.5® This is the meaning. 


TATA WER 


63. (The meditations are to be combined) because of the 
(indicatory mark of the) rectification (of one with the help of 
another). 


Opponent: The greatness of the knowledge of the sameness 
of Om and Udgitha is stated in the text, (by virtue of his medi- 
tation on the unity of the Om of the Rg-Veda with the Udgitha 
of Sama-Veda) “The priest Udgata (of the Sama-Veda) recti- 
fies any defect occurring in (his own) singing of the Udgitha 
by borrowing from the well-performed act of the priest Hota 
(of the Rg-Veda)” (Ch. I. v. 5). While stating here that by 
virtue of the strength of that knowledge the Udgata rectifies 
the defects in his own act by borrowing from the good action 
of the Hota, the text implies through this indicatory sign that 
the conception mentioned in one Upanisad is to be added to the 
conceptions found in other Upanisads on the basis of a common 
relationship with the object of meditation spoken of elsewhere. 


TATA TAT Nee 


aq And TT-ATAT TY -A: from the Upanisadic declaration that 
(Om which is) an accessory of rites is common to all. 


64. And from the Upanisadic declaration that Om, which is 
an accessory of the Vedic rites is common to all the Vedas, (it 
follows that the meditations based on it mtust co-exist). 


Opponent: And although Oz enters as an attribute, that is to 
say, though Om supplies a basis for the meditation on Udgitha, 
the Upanisad declares it to be common to all the Vedas in, “The 


% The meditations are to be combined like the accessories, since they 
are enjoined similarly. 
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rites enjoined in the three Vedas start with the utterance of 
Om. One chants hymns to gods after the utterance of Om; 
uttering Ov one praises the gods; by uttering Ov one sings the 
Udgitha” (Ch. I. i. 9). From noticing thus that the basis is the 
same, it can be inferred from this indicatory mark, that the 
meditations based on this are also the same. 

Or the aphorism can be explained thus: If these Udgitha and 
other things, constituting parts of rites, were not meant for use 
in all the rites, then the conceptions based on them would not 
also have occurred together. But as a matter of fact, the state- 
ments about application, which cover the accessories as a whole, 
mention that these Udgitha and other things are common to 
all the sacrificial acts. Hence from the fact that the bases are 
common, it follows that the meditations based on them are also 
to be used collectively. 


TTT ACSA: USI 


at Or rather 4 not; Tq -aeTa-AAA: their correlation not 
having been mentioned in the Upanisad. 


65. (The meditations are) rather not to be combined, since 
the Upanisads do not declare this. 


Vedantin: The words “rather not” set aside the (above) 
opposite view. The meditations (based on Om etc.) have not 
the same state (of co-existence) as their bases (B. S. III. ui. 61). 

Why? 

Since their co-existence is not mentioned in the Upanisads. 
For there is no Vedic text showing the co-existence of the medi- 
tations, unlike what is shown with regard to the accessories of 
rites and hymns etc. enjoined in the three Vedas, in such texts 
as, “taking up the vessel or holding aloft the ladle, the priest 
chants the hymn, utters the praise, and then he says, ‘O Prastota, 
you sing the Sama song, O Hota, you perform this sacrifice’ ”, 
and so on. 

Opponent : Their co-existence is gathered from the statement 
about the application itself. 

Vedantin: We say, no; since the meditations are meant to 
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subserve the aspirant (and not any rite). The statement about 
application only leads to a correlation among the Udgitha etc. 
meant for a sacrifice, whereas the meditations on Udgitha etc., 
though connected with the accessories of rites, contribute to 
the aspirant’s personal purpose like the milking pot etc., as we 
said under the aphorism “inasmuch as a separate result belongs 
to meditations” (III. ili. 42). This is precisely the distinction 
between the instruction about the accessories of rites and the 
meditations based on those accessories, that the former are 
meant for making their contributions to rites, whereas the latter 
are for subserving the aspirant’s purposes (by purification of his 
mind). The two indicatory marks (in aphorisms 63 and 64) 
cannot lead to a co-existence of the meditations, since no Upa- 
nisadic text or logic is found in support. It cannot be that since 
in every application the bases of the meditations are taken up 
together, therefore the meditations based on them have also to 
be known as meant for being undertaken in combination, for 
the meditations are not applied to those rites. Even though the 
meditations be determined by their bases, so that they may well 
cease to exist when the bases do not exist, still they cannot be 
combined merely because the bases go together. This is so 
owing to the very reason that there is no Vedic declaration 
about their combination. Hence these meditations are to be 
undertaken according to one’s desire. 


STATA UEEM 


66. And (there is no obligation about combination) since the 
Upanisad shows (contrariwise). 


Moreover, the Upanisad shows that absence of co-existence 
among the meditations in, “The (priest called) Brahma who 
knows thus protects the sacrifice, the sacrificer, and all the 
priests from all sides” (Ch. IV. xvii. 10). If all the meditations 
were to be combined, then all the priests would have known 
everything, so that there would not have been any mention of 
the protection of all by (the priest) Brahma, who has that 
knowledge. Hence the meditations can be undertaken col- 
lectively or alternatively just as the aspirant wants. 


SECTION IV 


Topic 1: KNOWLEDGE NOT A SUBSIDIARY OF RITES 
qeraisa: aeatfafa STITT: Wei 


-aq: The highest human goal (i.e. liberation) aq: is from 
this (knowledge) gsaiq on account of Vedic declaration fa 
thus (says) arecramy: Badarayana. 


1. Badaradyana thinks that liberation results from this (know- 
ledge of the Self), (as presented in the Upanisads), because the 
Vedic texts declare so. 


Now then, the question is whether the knowledge of the 
Self, presented by the Upanisads, forms a part of rites etc. 
through the medium of the man qualified for them, or it leads 
independently to some human goal (viz liberation). While 
engaging himself in this discussion, the aphorist starts with the 
conclusion itself in the aphorism, “Badarayana thinks” etc. The 
teacher Badarayana thinks that liberation results independently 
“from this”, from the knowledge of the Self, as imparted by 
the Upanisads. 

How is this known? The aphorist says, “because the Vedic 
texts declare so”. Thus the following Upanisadic texts, as also 
others of this class, speak of knowledge alone as the cause of 
liberation: “The knower of the Self crosses over sorrow” (Ch. 
VII. i. 3), “He who knows that supreme Brahman becomes 
Brahman Itself’ (Mu. III. 11. 9), “The knower of Brahman 
attains the Highest” (Tai. IJ. i. 1), “He knows who has a 
teacher. For him the delay is only that long as his body does 
not fall; then he merges in Brahman” (Ch. VI. xiv. 2). Starting 
with “That which is the Self, free from sins” (Ch. VIII. vi. 1), 
it is said, “He who realizes the Self after comprehending It 
from his teacher, attains all the worlds and all the desirable 
things” (ibid.). Again, starting with, “The Self, my dear, is to 
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be realized” (Br. IV. v. 6), it is said, “This much is (the means 
of) immortality” (Br. IV. v. 15). 
Against this stands up another (i.e. an opponent): 


ance Teta! wnsatfsafa staf: Rn 


aacatq (The Self) being in subservient relation (to rites etc.), 

-qyate: (The result of knowledge is merely) a glorification 
of the agent (of rites) yap as it is TAY in other cases efq this 
is how afafa: Jaimini (thinks). 


2. Jaimini thinks that since the Self holds a subservient post- 
tion in rites etc., the mention of the result of knowledge 1s 
(merely) in glorification of the agent, as is the case elsewhere. 


Since the individual Self comes into subservient relationship 
with religious acts by becoming their performer, the knowledge 
of the Self, too, must form a part of the rites etc. even as the 
purification of paddy by sprinkling of water and such other 
acts become parts of the rites through the objects they are 
related to. Hence the mention of any result that occurs in the 
Upanisads with regard to this knowledge, whose purpose is 
ascertained to be this, must be by way of eulogy. This is what 
the teacher Jaimini thinks. This is like the Vedic mention of 
results by way of eulogy, as it is found in such texts as, “He 
whose sacrificial ladle is made of PalaSa wood does not hear 
any evil”, “When a sacrificer applies collyrium to his own eyes, 
he covers the (evil) eyes of his enemy thereby”, “That the 
(subsidiary rites) Prayaja, Anuy4ja, etc. are performed, thereby 
is created an armour for the sacrificer and the (main) sacrifice, 
so that the enemy of the sacrificer may be defeated”, and so on. 

Vedantin: Since this knowledge of the Self is not spoken 
of in connection with some other topic (e.g. rites), and since 
for that very reason, nothing like context etc. is in evidence to 
justify its application to any rite, how can it be included in a 
rite? 

Opponent : On the strength of the Vedic text about the result 
(e.g. “The knower of Brahman transcends grief”), it will be 
included in a rite through the medium of the agent (like the 
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fact of being made of PalaSa getting connected with a rite 
through the ladle, on the strength of the text). 

Vedantin : This cannot be so, since from that sentence (about 
result) it does not logically follow that this knowledge of the 
Self is to be applied to a rite. For things that have not been 
spoken of in the course of some definite topic can be imagined 
to be applicable to some rite on the strength of some sentence 
(stating a result), only if some invariable medium (like a ladle) 
is in evidence. But an agent is a variable medium, he being com- 
mon to both ordinary and Vedic acts. Hence the knowledge of 
the Self cannot be proved to be connected with sacrifices 
through the medium of such an agent. 

Opponent: Not so, since the knowledge that the Self is 
distinct from the body has no applicability anywhere else but 
Vedic rites; for the knowledge that the Self is different from 
the body has no scope in ordinary human acts, since men can 
engage under all circumstances, (i.e. even when identifying the 
body with the Self), in acts having perceptible (worldly) results; 
but they cannot engage in Vedic duties, yielding their results 
after death, unless they have the knowledge that the Self is 
different from the body. And thus the knowledge of this differ- 
ence has an applicability precisely in such a case. 

Vedantin : The Upanisadic knowledge of the Self to the effect 
that it is free from transmigration, which fact becomes obvious 
from the use of such attributes as “free from sin” (Ch. VIII. vii. 
1), and so on, cannot be subservient to any impulsion to activity. 

Opponent: Not so, since the instruction is about the realiza- 
tion of the transmigrating Self Itself, as is suggested through the 
use of such words as “priya (lovable)”! (Br. IV. v. 6). As for 
the attributes like “freedom from sin” and so on, they must be 
meant for eulogy. 

Objection : Has it not been established in the various contexts 
that the transcendental and birthless Brahman is the origin of 
the world, and that the very same Brahman is taught in the 


*The Brhadaranyaka text shows that the Self that is to be realized 
is the entity for whose enjoyment all things exist, thereby suggesting 
that there can be no Self which is not an experiencer and hence subject 
to transmigration. 
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Upanisads as constituting the real nature of the transmigrating 
soul? 

Vedantin: True, it has been proved; yet for re-affirming this 
fact the process of objection and refutation, which centres 
round a discussion of the result, (as to whether it is meant for 
liberation or for subserving rites), is resorted to on the analogy 
of driving in a pile (by alternately driving it down and pulling 
it up so as to make it fixed firmly and deeply in soft ground). 


SIR IKCCCICMIEL 
aratt-aatatq Because of the revelation of the behaviour. 


3. (This is confirmed) on the strength of what is revealed 
about the behaviour (of the knowers of Brabman). 


Opponent : We meet with the Vedic revelation of connection 
with rites even for the knowers of Brahman in such texts as, 
“Janaka, emperor of Videha, performed a sacrifice in which 
gifts were freely distributed” (Br. III. i. 1), “Sirs, I am about 
to perform a sacrifice” (Ch. V. xi. 5), which occur in other 
contexts (purporting to deal with the knowledge of Brahman). 
And this is in line with the behaviour noticed in the cases of 
Uddalaka and others, where their connection with a house- 
holder’s life is inferable from their instruction etc. to their 
sons. If liberation can be achieved through knowledge alone, 
why should they have undertaken (the householder’s) duties 
involving strenuous effort, for proverbially it is known, “Why 
should one go to a hill if one has honey at hand?” 


qq-Aat: Weil 
aq-ad: Since the Upanisad declares this. 


4. (This is so) because the Upanisad declares this. 


In the text, “That rite becomes more powerful that is done 
along with meditation, faith, and secret knowledge” (Ch. I. i. 
10), knowledge is heard of as forming a part of some rite; 
hence knowledge by itself cannot be the cause of liberation. 
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TALENT = WAI 
aq-aq-aTeeTg Because of following together. 


J. (This is so), because both knowledge and work follow the 
Self (when it transmigrates). 


And knowledge cannot be independent, since in the text, “It 
(i.e. the departing soul) is followed by knowledge, work, (and 
past experience)” (Br. IV. iv. 2), knowledge and work are seen 
to act in association in producing the result. 


aaal farang ne 


6. (And this is so) because rites are enjoined for one who is 
possessed of that (knowledge of the Vedas). 


The Upanisadic texts like the following show that one who is 
possessed of the knowledge of all the things revealed in the Vedas 
is qualified for undertaking rites: ‘(One who comes back from 
his teacher’s house after duly reading (i.e. reciting) the Vedas, 
during the intervals of serving him, and then enters the house- 
holder’s life and continues the study of the Vedas in a holy place 
and performs other prescribed duties, attains the world of 
Brahman” (Ch. VIII. xv. 1). From this also it follows that 
knowledge cannot produce its result independently. 

Objection: In this sentence we find mention of merely the 
reading (i.e. reciting) of the Vedas in the phrase “after reading”, 
and not of the comprehension of the meaning. 

Opponent: That is no defect, since the conclusion arrived at 
(in the Pirva-Mimarnsa) is that the phrase “reading of the 
Vedas” includes the idea of comprehension of meaning as well, 
for the reading has a perceptible result in view.? 


*The injunction, “He shall pound the paddy” has in view the making 
of rice by removing the husk, for the perceptible result sought for is the 
making of cakes (for the sacrifice) with the rice. So also the perceptible 
result of reading is the comprehension of meaning. An imperceptible 
result comes through apurva—unseen potential result. Thus Brahman 
becomes known to a student during his study of the Vedas, even though 
he becomes a householder afterwards. 
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faaaTe toi! 


7. And (this follows) from the restrictive texts. 


From such restrictive injunctions as contained in the texts, 
“By doing religious acts, indeed, should one wish to live here 
for a hundred years. For a man, such as you are (who wants 
to live thus), there is no way other than this, whereby karma 
may not cling to you” (IS. 2), “That which is known as the 
Agnihotra is a sacrifice that has to be followed till decrepitude 
and death, for one gets released from it either through decrepi- 
tude or death”, it follows that knowledge is a subsidiary of 
rites. 

Vedantin: Such being the position, the refutation is being 
stated: 


afratreand Tec TAT SH 
q But afa-saearq because of being taught to be greater 


alzuaneyx (the view) of Badarayana vay stands just as it is 
TI-VAT AN for so it is revealed. 


8. But Badaradyana’s view stands unshaken because of the 
instruction that the supreme Self is even greater (than the 
agent); for so it is revealed (by the Upanisads). 


By the word “but” is rebutted the opposite view. The view 
held out that “the mention of the result of knowledge is in 
glorification of the agent”, “since the Self holds a subservient 
position in rites” (B. S. III. iv. 2), is not proper. 

Why? 

On account of something even greater having been taught. 
Had the transmigrating soul alone, inhabiting the body as the 
agent and experiencer, been taught in the Upanisads as some- 
thing distinct from the mere body, then the Upanisadic mention 
of result could have been a eulogy as elaborated by the oppo- 
nent. But over and above (i.e. greater than) the embodied soul, 
the birthless God, free from such mundane attributes as agent- 
ship—the supreme Self, possessed of such attributes as freedom 
from sin—is taught in the Upanisads, as an object to be realized. 
And His knowledge cannot supply any impulsion for work, on 
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the contrary it uproots all works. This fact will be stated in the 
aphorism, “Knowledge is independent of rites, since it uproots 
all worldly distinctions” (III. iv. 16). Hence the opinion of 
the venerable Badarayana, as expressed in, “Liberation results 
from this knowledge of the Self, because the Vedic texts declare 
so” (III. iv. 1), remains just as it is, and it cannot be shaken by 
the fallacious arguments that knowledge is a subsidiary of rites, 
and so on. Thus it is that the Upanisads reveal God, the 
(supreme) Self, as something over and above the embodied soul, 
in such texts as, “He who is omniscient in general and all- 
knowing in detail” (Mu. I. i. 9), “Out of His fear the wind 
blows, out of fear the sun rises” (Tai. II. viii. 1), “A great terror 
like an uplifted thunder” (Ka. II. ii. 2), “Under the mighty rule 
of this Immutable, O Gargi” (Br. III. vii. 9), “That deliberated, 
‘let me become many, let me be born diversely.’ That created 
fire” (Ch. VI. ii. 3), and so on. 

And it was argued that the transmigrating soul indicated by 
such terms as “lovable” is again referred to as the object to be 
known, in such texts as, “but for one’s own self, all is loved. 
The self, my dear, should be realized” (Br. IV. v. 6); “That 
which breathes through Préma is your Self that is within all” 
(Br. III. iv. 1); starting with “The infinite Being that is seen 
in the eye” (Ch. VIII. vii. 4), and ending with, “I shall explain 
this very Being to you again” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3); and so on. 
But this reference to the transmigrating soul cannot be meant 
for absolute difference (between the individual Self and God), 
in the face of the texts occurring in the complementary portions 
of those passages, and meant for imparting instruction about 
some super-reality, as for instance the texts, “The Rg-Veda, 
Yajur-Veda,...are the breath of this infinite Being” (Br. II. 
iv. 10), “That which transcends hunger and thirst, grief, 
delusion, decay, and death” (Br. III. v. 1), “Just so this placid 
soul rises up from this body and: unites with the supreme Light 
to get established in its own nature” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3). It is 
known also from such texts as “That thou art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7), 
“There is no other witness but this” (Br. III. viii. 11), etc. that 
in its real nature, the embodied soul is but God Himself, while 
Its state of embodiedness is a creation of limiting adjuncts. All 
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this was elaborately ascertained by us earlier in the appropriate 
contexts. 


TeaeT TAT teil 


q But aay the Upanisadic declaration qeqq is equally in 
evidence. 


9. But the Upanisadic declaration (of conduct) is equally in 
evidence (proving that knowledge is not subservient to religious 
acts). 


As for the argument that from the Upanisadic mention of the 
conduct of enlightened men it follows that knowledge is 
subservient to rites (B. S. III. iv. 3), our reply is this: The 
Upanisadic mention of the conduct of enlightened men is 
equally in evidence to show that knowledge is not subservient 
to rites. Thus there is the text, ““The Kavaseya seers, who had 
known this very entity, said, ‘Why need we study (the Vedas), 
why need we perform sacrifices?’ This is that very entity, 
having known which, the enlightened of yore ceased to perform 
the Agnihotra sacrifice” (Kau. II. 5), “Knowing this very Self 
the Brahmanas renounce the desires for sons, for wealth, and 
for worlds, and lead a mendicant life” (Br. III. V. 1), and so 
on. Moreover, it is known that Yajnavalkya and others, who 
had realized Brahman, did not engage in rites, from such texts 
as, ““This much indeed is immortality, my dear,’ saying this 
Yajnavalkya embraced a mendicant’s life’ (Br. IV. v. 15). 
Moreover, the indication (about the combination of rites and 
knowledge) as found in the text, “Venerable sirs, I am about to 
perform a sacrifice” (Ch. V. xi. 5), relates to the meditation 
on Vaisvanara, and it is quite possible to come across a combina- 
tion with rites in the domain of conceptions regarding the 
qualified Brahman. But even here, there can be no possibility of 
the knowledge of Brahman becoming subsidiary to religious acts, 
for nothing like context etc. is discernible here (to substantiate 
a contrary view).® 


®The enlightened man may continue performing his usual acts for 
setting an example to others. But his is no ordinary work, as he lacks the 
usual ideas of “I and mine”. 
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As for the argument that the Upanisads declare this (B. S. 
III. iv. 4), our reply is: 


Tara aA Wott 
10. The declaration is not universal. 


The text, “whatever one does with knowledge” (Ch. I. 1. 10), 
does not refer to all kinds of knowledge, it being confined to 
the relevant meditation that forms the topic. And the topic 
under discussion there is the meditation on Udgitha as contained 
in, “‘One shall meditate on the letter Ov as Udgitha” (Ch. I. 1. 1). 

And it was said (B. S. III. iv. 5) that the text, “He is followed 
by knowledge, work, (and past experience)” (Br. IV. iv. 2), 
which speaks of the pursuit (of the soul by knowledge etc.), 
is an indication of the subservience of knowledge. That is being 
refuted: 


Frart: BeraT UI 


faart: (Knowledge and work) are to be divided aqaq like 
a hundred (things). 


11. Knowledge and action are to be divided like a hundred 
things. 


A division is to be noted here to the effect that knowledge 
follows one, and work another. This is like the distribution of a 
hundred (things). For instance, when somebody says, “Pay a 
hundred to these two”, the hundred is given by dividing it into 
two moieties, fifty being given to one and fifty to another. 
Similar is the case here. Moreover, this text about “being fol- 
lowed by” is not spoken of with regard to one who would have 
liberation, since the conclusion is made with reference to a 
transmigrating soul in the sentence, “Thus does the man 
(transmigrate) who has desires” (Br. IV. iv. 6), and since the 
man hankering for liberation is treated separately in, “But then, 
as for the man who does not desire” (ibid.). Now, the know- 
ledge that is considered in that text (about “being followed by 


III. iv. 12] BRAHMA -SUOTRA - BHASYA 767 


knowledge and action”—Br. IV. iv. 2), relates to the trans- 
migrating soul and comprises knowledges of both kinds— 
enjoined and prohibited; for no reason for distinction exists. 
The action again is considered irrespective of whether it be 
prescribed or prohibited, the text having taken them (knowledge 
and action) up just as they obtain elsewhere. From this point 
of view (that they relate to the transmigrating soul), the text 
about “being followed” can be justified even without resorting 
to a division. 

It has been stated, “Because rites are enjoined for one who 
is possessed of the knowledge of the Vedas” (B. S. III. iv. 6); 
hence comes the reply: 


ATTATATA: Well 


aqeqgea—ara—ad: For him who has merely read (i.e. recited) 
the Vedas. 


12. (Engagement in religious actions is prescribed)for him 
only who has merely recited the Vedas. 


Since we hear of “reading” alone in the text, “One who 
comes back from his teacher’s house after duly reading the 
Vedas” etc. (Ch. VIII. xv. 1), we arrive at the conclusion that 
the prescription for rites is meant for one who has merely recited 
the Vedas. 

Opponent: In that case a man may not have the necessary 
qualification for rites owing to his lack of knowledge. 

Vedantin: That defect does not arise. We do not rule out 
the information about the rites, acquired in the course of the 
recital, that endows one with the competence for rites. What 
do we do then?, We establish this fact only that since the 
knowledge of the Self, acquired from the Upanisads, is obviously 
possessed of its own independent purpose, it cannot become a 
cause for generating competence for rites. And this is to be 
understood in the same way as when a man qualified for a 
certain rite has not to depend on the knowledge of some other 
rite. 
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Again, it was stated, “And this follows from the restrictive 
texts” (B. S. III. iv. 7). Tu this it is replied: 


wTPaRETT W23N 
a+ Not so arfaeratq because of the absence of specification. 


13. (The restrictive texts) do not apply (to the man of 
knowledge), since the restriction is made without any specifica- 
tion. 


In the restrictive texts like, “By doing karma, indeed, should 
one wish to live here for a hundred years” (I&. 2) etc. there is 
no specific mention that these apply to the man of knowledge, 
since the restriction is made in a general way. 


eqaastataat evi 


av Or rather aqafe: the consent (of action) eat is for the 
glorification (of knowledge). 


14. Or rather the consent (accorded) for doing religious acts 
is meant for the glorification of knowledge. 


With regard to the text, “By doing karma indeed” etc. another 
independent interpretation can be advanced thus: Even if on 
the strength of the context this sentence is construed in a way 
to connect the man of knowledge with “doing karma” (as its 
agent), still it is to be understood that this approval of doing 
work is accorded only by way of eulogizing knowledge; for it 
will be stated later, “Karma does not cling to you”. The idea 
implied is this: “Even though a man of knowledge may perform 
work during his whole life, work does not become a cause of 
blemish, owing to the presence of his knowledge”. In this way 
knowledge is praised. 


PTH BH UI 


q And w& some (refrain from work) apqarety according to 
their own predilection. 
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15. Moreover, some refrain from (religious) work according 
to personal predilection. 


Moreover, the Vajasaneyins have a text according to which 
some enlightened men, who have direct experience of the result 
of knowledge, take their stand on that experience and declare 
out of personal predilection that there is no need for them for 
begetting children and such other acts which are meant for 
other purposes. That text runs thus: “This is the reason for it: 
the ancient sages, it is said, did not desire children thinking, 
‘What shall we achieve through children, we who have attained 
this Self, this world (i.e. result)?’” (Br. IV. iv. 22). Further- 
more, it has been declared by us more than once that unlike the 
result of work which comes to fruition after some time, the 
result of knowledge is a matter of direct and immediate experi- 
ence. For this reason also, knowledge cannot be a subsidiary 
of rites, nor can it be held that the Upanisadic mention of the 
result of knowledge is unreal (i.e. eulogistic). 


SAE FT ULEl 


16. Moreover, (from knowledge comes) the destruction (of 
the whole world). 


Moreover, the scriptures declare that the whole world of 
manifestation, which consists of actions, instruments, and results, 
bestowing the necessary qualification for work, and which is a 
creation of ignorance, is destroyed root and branch by know- 
ledge, as stated in, “But when to the knower of Brahman every- 
thing has become the Self, then what should one smell and 
through what?” (Br. II. iv. 14), and so on. But should one build 
his hope of deriving the requisite competence for rites from 
the knowledge of the Self as taught in the Upanisads, he will 
be left only with a destruction of all rites. From this also it 
follows that knowledge is independent of rites. 


FEATT A Tet FE ig 


q And seqta:q (knowledge belongs) to those (monks) 
observing continence fg for gee (they are mentioned) in the 
Vedas. 

49 
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17. And knowledge belongs to the monks, for they are met 
with in the Vedas. 


Moreover, knowledge is heard of in connection with the order 
of life (i.e. Sannyasa, monasticism) in which continence 1s 
observed. And knowledge cannot become subsidiary to rites 
there, since (in that order) rites are absent; for they (the monks) 
do not have such Vedic rites as Agnihotra etc. It may be argued 
that there is no such stage of life mentioned in the Vedas as 
that of the continent people. But that argument also has no 
basis; for they are mentioned in such Vedic texts as, “Virtue 
has three divisions, (All these attain the virtuous world, while 
the one who is fully occupied with Brahman attains immor- 
tality)” (Ch. II. xxiii. 1), “And those who follow faith (medi- 
tation), austerities, etc. while living in forests” (Ch. V. x. 1), 
“Those who live in the forest, begging for alms, viz those 
(forest-dwellers and hermits) who resort to the duties of their 
respective stages of life as well as to meditation” (Mu. I. i1. 11), 
“Desiring this world (i.e. the Self) alone, monks renounce their 
homes” (Br. IV. iv. 22), “One should embrace monasticism 
even from the stage of Brahmacharya” (Jabala, 4), and in such 
other texts, where monasticism is a well-recognized fact in 
the Upanisads and Smyptis in the case of those people who 
might have had either entered or not entered earlier the house- 
holder’s life, as also those who might have had or had not repaid 
their debts (to gods, manes, and seers). For this reason also 
knowledge is independent of rites. 


Topic 2: SANNYASA PRESCRIBED BY SCRIPTURES 


comet sifafacaient araafa fe ues 


afafa: Jaimini (thinks) qzraef (that to be a mere) allusion 
(to other stages), a@leqt (it is) no injunction, q and fg 
because (the scripture) aqaqaf— condemns (them). 


18. Jatmini thinks that to be an allusion to other stages and 
no injunction; and (this is so) since the scripture condemms them. 
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Opponent: The texts starting with, “Virtue has three divi- 
sions” (Ch. II. xxiii. 1), that were quoted (under the last 
aphorism) to prove the existence of people belonging to an 
order (of monks) observing continence, cannot prove: that fact, 
since the teacher Jaimini thinks that the texts are reminiscent 
of the other stages of life (as distinct:from that of the house- 
holders’), and they impart no injunction. 

Why? 

Because nothing, such as a verb in the imperative mood, 
occurs here to indicate an injunction. Moreover, each of them 
is noticed to imply something else. In the text, “Virtue has three 
divisions” etc. (Ch. II, xxiii. 1), for instance, an allusion is made 
to the stages of life and it is declared that their results are not 
limitless in the sentences, “The first division consists of sacrifice, 
study, and offer of wealth; the second division of austerity; and 
the third of the Brabmacarin living in his teacher’s house for 
life and laying down his body there” (ibid.). Then the contin- 
uance in Brahman is praised as yielding an infinite result in the 
sentence, “All these attain the virtuous worlds; but he who 1s 
steadfast in Brahman (that is, meditates steadfastly on Brahman 
with the help of Om) gets immortality” (ibid.). 

Objection: Even though this be a mere allusion, still as a 
matter of fact, the stages of life become known from it. 

Opponent: True, they become known; but their recognition 
is derived from the Smptis and common usage and not from 
the Upanisads. Hence in a case of conflict with direct Vedic 
texts, they are to be disregarded or accepted as referring to 
people who are debarred from rites (e.g. the blind, lame, etc.). 

Objection: Is not the householder’s life also mentioned along 
with the continent in, “The first division consists of sacrifice, 
study, and offer of wealth”? (So the whole passage must be 
equally authoritative. ) 

Opponent: Quite so. Still from the fact that the rites like 
Agnihotra etc. are prescribed for the householder alone, that 
stage of life exists as a thing well recognized by the Vedas. 
Hence this allusion to other stages is merely by way of eulogy 
(of steadfastness in Brahman), and not by way of an injunction. 
Moreover, the direct Vedic texts denounce any other stage of 
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life: “One who gives up the fire is a destroyer of the valour 
(i.e. a murderer) of the gods”, “Having offered the desirable 
wealth to the teacher, do not cut off the line of progeny” (Tal. 
I. xi. 1), “A man without a son has no world in future. All 
creatures are aware of this”, and so on. Thus the texts, “Those 
who undertake faith (meditation), austerities, etc. while living 
in forest” (Ch. V. x. 1), “Those who live in the forest..., who 
resort to the duties of their own stages of life as well as to 
meditation” (Mu. I. ii. 11), impart instruction about the “path 
of the gods” and not about other stages of life. Moreover, it 1s 
doubtful if the other stages of life are prescribed in the texts, 
“The second division is austerity” (Ch. II. xxii. 1) etc. Similarly 
the text, “Desiring this world (i.e. the Self) alone, monks 
renounce their homes” (Br. IV. iv. 22), is not an injunction for 
monasticism, it being only a eulogy of the world (of the Self). 

Objection: Have not the Jabalas a direct and clear injunction 
about renunciation in the text, “One should enter into monas- 
ticism even from the stage of Brabmacarya”? 

Vedantin: Quite so; but it is to be noted that the present 
discussion is carried on by ignoring this text. 


ASA TAIT: AKITA: Mail 


atzay: Badarayana (thinks) (that other stages also are to be) 
TSA observed arey-sad: Vedic texts being equally extant. 


19. Badarayana thinks that the other orders of life are also to 
be observed, since Vedic texts speak equally of all the stages 
of Itfe. 


The teacher Badarayana is of the opinion that the other stages 
of life are to be resorted to on account of their reference in 
the Vedas. Since on account of the obligatoriness of the per- 
formance of Agnihotra etc., a conflict with monasticism arises, 
and it is concluded (by the opponent) that this other stage of 
life is to be resorted to by those (blind, lame, and others) who 
are debarred from Agnihotra etc., therefore Badarayana refutes 
this view under the belief that one has to admit willynilly the 
other stages of life just as much as the householder’s, 
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Why? 

Since the texts speak equally of all the stages; for the text, 
“Virtue has three divisions” etc. (Ch. II. xxiii. 1), is seen to 
allude to the other stages of life equally with the householder’s. 
It is to be noted that just as the householder’s life, prescribed by 
other Vedic texts, is alluded to here, so also are the other stages 
of life. And this is as in the case of the Nivita and Prdacinavita 
which though prescribed in a separate injunction are yet 
understood to be referred to along with Upavita.4 Hence the 
pursuit of the other stages of life is as valid as the pursuit 
of the householder’s life. Similarly in the text, “Desiring this 
world (i.e. the Self) alone the monks renounce home” (By. IV. 
iv. 22), renunciation is mentioned along with the study of the 
Vedas etc.; and in “Those who undertake faith (meditation), 
austerities, etc. while living in forests” (Ch. V. x. 1), the stage 
of living in forest is read along with the meditation on the five 
fires (so that they are equally enjoined). 

It was also stated that it is a matter of doubt whether any 
other stage of life is enjoined in the passage; “The second divi- 
sion is austerity” (Ch, II. xxiii. 1) etc.; that too is nothing 
damaging, since a reason for a definite conclusion is in evidence. 
For in the text, “Virtue has three divisions” (ibid.), an assertion 
is made about the threefold division. Moreover, the multifarious 
virtuous deeds like sacrifices, which have diverse (injunctions 
of) origin, cannot be included under the three divisions, unless 
it be through their association with the stages of life. Of these, 
one division of virtue is the householder’s life indicated by 
“sacrifices” etc. In the word “Brabmacarin” we find a clear 
reference to an order of life. And by the word “austerity” 
what division of virtue can be accepted other than that order 


‘The sacred thread held round the neck like a garland is called Nivita, 
when held from the right shoulder, across the chest and passing under 
the left arm, it is Pracinavita, the opposite position from the left shoulder 
to the right gives the Upavita. The sentence, “Nivita is meant for rites 
performed for men (ie. guests), Pracinavita for rites for the manes; 
for rites for the gods the Upavita is used”, is interpreted to mean that 
the injunction here is only about the Upavita, the use of the other two 
being known otherwise. These known uses are referred to here for 
eulogizing the Upavita. 
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of life (of the Vanaprastha) in which austerity preponderates? 
On the strength of the indicatory word “forest” occurring in, 
“those who undertake faith and austerity, etc, while living in 
forests” (Ch. V. x. 1), an order of life is necessarily to be 
understood as meant by the words “faith” and “austerity”. 
Hence though the stages of life occur by way of allusion only, 
they are still to be resorted to. 


faferat areraq Roll 


ay Or rather fafq: an injunction qreq-aq like holding (the 
sacrificial fuel). 


20. Or rather it is an injunction as in the case of holding the 
sacrificial fuel. 


Or rather it is an injunction about the other orders of life, 
and not a mere allusion. 

Opponent: If an injunction be accepted here, the compre- 
hension of a unity of idea (of the passage) will be debarred. As 
a matter of fact, however, a unity of idea is obvious, viz that 
the three divisions of virtue lead to virtuous worlds while the 
steadfastness in Brahman yields immortality. 

Vedantin : This is true; and yet the apparent unity of idea has 
to be rejected and injunction accepted on account of the 
uniqueness of the fact (not heard of before) and the absence 
of any other injunction. And in the face of a clear comprehen- 
sion of other stages of life, there is no need to take shelter under 
a unity of idea by supposing the text to involve an attributive 
corroboration (or a glorifying eulogv),® “As in the case of the 
holding of the sacrificial fuel”. In the text, “He shall approach 


5 Gunavada, as in, “The sun is the sacrifical stake”, which glorifies the 
stake by saying that it shines like the sun. The opponent interprets the 
Chiandogya passage under discussion.to mean, “Steadfastness in Brahman, 
yielding infinite result, is eulogized by decrying the other orders of life 
as yielding limited results”. Thus the passage has, according to him a 
unity of idea, An Amnuvada restates a known fact, as in, “Fire is the 
remedy for cold”. A Bbiutarthavada states something which neither 
contradicts nor confirms a known fact, as in “Indra holds a thunder in 
hand”. Contradiction leads to Gunavada, and confirmation to Anuvada. 
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(the sacrificial altar) by holding the fuel below (the vessel of 
oblation); for in a case of sacrifice to the gods, the fuel is held 
above”, even though the fact of holding above appears to 
constitute a single idea along with the fact of holding below, 
still an injunction is admitted about holding above, since- it 
relates to a unique fact. Thus it is that in the course of deter- 
mining the subsidiaries (in the Pirva-Mimarhsa) it is said, “But 
there is an injunction in the matter of holding above, since the 
fact is unique’® (Jai. Sa. III. iv. 15). Similarly, it is inferred 
that the text alluding to the orders of life is in fact an injunction. 
Even if this be a mere allusion to the other orders of life, still 
on the strength of the eulogy (implied in, “All these attain the 
virtuous worlds, the man steadfast in Brahman attains immortal- 
ity)”, an injunction about “steadfastness in Brahman” has to be 
admitted. And then it has to be considered as to whether that 
steadfastness is meant for anyone belonging to any one of the 
four stages of life or for the monk alone. Now, if by the men- 
tion of the stages of life down to Brabmacarya (in “Virtue has 
three divisions” etc.), the monk too becomes alluded to, then it 
may as well follow that anyone belonging to the four stages of 
life can be steadfast in Brahman, since all the four stages are 
mentioned equally and nobody can logically be outside the four. 
If, however, the monk is not alluded to, then the conclusion will 
be that the monk alone can be “steadfast in Brahman”, he alone 
having been left out of the enumeration. 

Some think that the monk also is alluded to in that text by 
the term “austerity”, implying thereby the Vaikbanasas (one of 
the four classes of forest-dwelling Vdnaprasthas). But that is 
improper; for when there is a way out, it is not proper to 
understand the monk from an attributive word signifying the 
Vanaprastha. \t is but proper that just as the Brabmacd@rin and 
the householder are presented here through their respective 


*'When the ghee placed in the sruk is carried to the Ahavaniya fire.in a 
Mahapitr-sacrifice or a Pretagnihotra, then this injunctjon is to be 
followed, “One shall approach by holding the fuel” below that ghee. Hence 
the text about holding the fuel above may be taken as a mere eulogy 
of this holding below. But in fact a fresh injunction is admitted about 
holding above, by breaking the unity of the sentence. 
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distinctive attributes, so also are the monk and the Vanaprastha. 
And austerity is a distinct feature of the order of Vanaprasthas, 
since the word austerity comes to be applied to it by usage 
owing to the predominance of the mortification of the body 
among them. But the monks’ attributes consisting of control of 
senses etc. are not surely referred to by the term austerity. And 
it is improper that the stages of life, well known to be four in 
number, should be referred to as three. Moreover, it is noticed 
that they are mentioned separately thus: “These three become 
fit for the virtuous worlds, whereas the other one becomes fit 
for immortality”. This reference in a separate way is justifiable 
only if there is a difference. For it cannot be asserted that 
Devadatta and Yajfiadatta are dull of intellect, while one of 
them has a bright intellect; but it can well be said that Devadatta 
and Yajiadatta are both dull of intellect, while Visnumitra has a 
bright intellect. Hence it is the people in the earlier three stages 
of life that achieve the virtuous worlds, while the remaining 
one, viz the monk, attains immortality. 

Opponent: How can the term “steadfast in Brahman”, used 
in its derivative sense and possible of application to people in 
all the stages of life, be confined to the monk alone? Or should 
you argue that the term is used in its conventional sense to 
imply a monk, then the conclusion will be that immortality is 
attained by the mere fact of belonging to a certain order of 
life (viz monasticism), so that knowledge will become useless. 

The (Vedantin’s) reply here is being given: The term “stead- 
fastness in Brahman” implies a consummation in Brahman, a 
total absorption in Brahman, which is the same as the absence 
of any other preoccupation except that. And that is not possible 
for people in the other three stages, since the Vedas mention 
that one incurs sin by giving up the duties of one’s own stage 
of life. But the monk can incur no sin of non-performance of 
duties owing to his renunciation of all duties. But virtues 
like control of senses and organs, which characterize him, merely 
strengthen his steadfastness in Brahman, but do not oppose it. 
The duty for his order of life consists of steadfastness itself in 
Brahman, supported by self-control etc., whereas sacrifices etc. 
are the duties for others; the monk incurs sin by transgressing 
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his own duties, (as much as others do by transgressing theirs). 
In support of this occur these texts: “Monasticism is Brahma 
(Hiranyagarbha), because Brahma is the highest (being), and 
the highest Entity has become Brahma. These other austerities 
are surely inferior; monasticism indeed transcended them’? 
(Narayana, 78); “Those to whom the entity presented by the 
Vedantic knowledge has become fully ascertained, and who 
endeavour assiduously with the help of the Yoga of monasticism 
(become free)” (Mu. III. ii. 6), and others. And the Smrti 
texts like, “Those who have their intellect absorbed in that, 
whose life is that, whose Self is that, whose steadfastness is in 
that, whose consummation is in that (attain liberation)” (Gita, 
V. 17), show that a man who is steadfast in Brahman has no 
duty. Hence the criticism has no scope that since the monk gets 
immortality from the mere fact of his belonging to an order 
of life, knowledge becomes useless. Thus it is that even though 
the other orders of life be merely alluded to (in the text “Virtue 
has three divisions” etc.—(Ch. II. xxiii. 1), we do gather from 
it monasticism as well consisting of steadfastness in Brahman. 
The teacher introduced this discussion without taking into 
consideration the text of the Jabala Upanisad which enjoins the 
other order of life (viz monasticism). But as a matter of fact, 
direct texts do occur which prescribe the other order of life, 
“Having finished the life of the Brabmzcarin (i.e. bachelor 
student of the Vedas) one shall become a householder; after 
becoming a householder one shall retire to the forest; after 
retiring to the forest one shall become a monk. Should it, 
however, happen otherwise (that is, should dispassion become 
ripe), one shall become a monk from the stage of Brabmacarya, 
or from that of the householder, or from that of the forest- 
dweller” (Ja. 4). Moreover, it cannot be argued that this 
Upanisadic text refers to those who are debarred from Vedic 
rites, because the text speaks in a general way so it cannot 
be restricted to a certain category, and because a separate 
prescription is made for the unqualified in the text, “Again (one 


* Monasticism being equated with the Highest, must itself be the highest;: 
and this monasticism consists in remaining steadfast in Brahman, the 
meaning of Om, by giving up all other activities. 
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shall renounce) even if one has undertaken a vow or not, one 
who continues or does not continue to serve his teacher even 
after the completion of his study, one who has given up the 
fire after being a widower, or one who has not lighted the fire at 
all” (ibid.). Moreover, monasticism is meant as a subsidiary of 
the knowledge of Brahman for its full maturity; and this is 
shown in the text, “Then the monk who adopts a discoloured 
robe, shaves his head, desists from accepting wealth, becomes 
pure, and free from enmity, resorts to begging, becomes fit to 
attain the state of Brahman” (Ja. 5). Hence is proved the 
existence of the stages of life for the continent, and hence also 
is proved the independence of knowledge, it having been 
enjoined for the continent. 


Topic 3: INJUNCTIONS FOR MEDITATION NOT EULOGISTIC 


cafararratiarifafa AaqGacard UR 


-ATAY Mere praise SUMATATT because of having been 
accepted (as subsidiaries of ritual acts) efa tq if this be the 
contention # not so, AACA because of extraordinariness. 


21. If it be contended that texts (about Udgitha etc.) are 
merely eulogistic, because of having been accepted as subservient 
to ritual acts, then not so, because of the extraordinariness (of 
the texts). 


Doubt: With regard to the texts, “That Om, called Udgitha, 
is the essence of all essences; it is the highest; it is the symbol 
for the highest, and the eighth in number” (Ch. I. i. 3), “This 
(viz the earth) is Rk, and fire is Sama” (Ch. I. vi. 1), “This 
fire that is lighted up is but this world”, “This very Uktha 
(collection of hymns) is this earth to be sure”, the doubt 
arises: Are these Vedic texts meant for the eulogy of Udgitha 
etc., or are they for prescribing meditation? 

Opponent : When under such a doubt, the reasonable position 
is that they are meant for eulogy, since the texts are accepted 
as referring to Udgitha etc. that are subsidiaries of rites; and 
these are on a par with such sentences as, “This earth itself is 
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the sacrificial ladle (Juhi)”, “the sun is a tortoise (the form of 
the altar)”, “Heaven is the Ahavaniya fire’, and so on, where 
they are meant for eulogizing the Jubiz etc. 

Vedantin: The teacher says that it is not reasonable that the 
purpose of these texts should be merely praise because of the 
extraordinariness (of their content). And this extraordinariness 
remains intact only if these sentences are injunctive, whereas 
they become useless if they are eulogistic. For it has been said in 
the aphorism, “But since they are in syntactical unity with an 
injunction, they must be meant for the eulogy of the injunction” 
(Jai. Sa. I. it. 7), that a eulogy derives its applicability by 
becoming an appendage to a text imparting an injunction. As a 
result, this eulogy of the Udgitha etc., (as contained in the texts 
cited), that occurs in a different context (i.e. in the Upanisads) 
will become useless since it cannot be tagged on to the Udgitha 
etc. mentioned in a different context (in the Karma-kanda). But 
the text, “This earth itself is a Juha’, occurs in the very proxim- 
ity of an injunction. So there is a difference between the 
present passage and that illustration, Hence the Upanisadic texts 
like the above are meant only as injunctions (of meditation). 


ATARTeeTA URRI 


22. Moreover, (these must be injunctions) on account of the 
occurrence of words having an injunctional meaning. 


Moreover, words of injunction occur clearly in such texts as, 
“One should meditate on the Udgitha” (Ch. I. i. 1), “One should 
meditate on Sama” (Ch. II. ii. 1), “One should think of oneself 
as ‘I am Uktha’ (Tai. A. II. i. 2)”. These will be set at naught if 
their only purpose be eulogy. Thus also runs a Smpti text of 
those who are adepts in reasoning; “In all the Vedas these 
(verbal moods) are the invariable signs of injunction, viz 
‘should do’, ‘should be done’, ‘must be done’, ‘may become’, 
‘should be’”. They make this statement under the belief that 
the verbal endings like the Ji7 etc. express injunction. Besides, 
under every topic a result is mentioned (in the Upanisads), 
such as, “He becomes certainly a fulfiller of desires” (Ch. I. i 7), 
“For he is able to fulfil desires by singing the Sima song” (Ch. 
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I. vii. 9), “All the worlds above and below become available 
for his enjoyment” (Ch. II. ii. 3), and so on. From this also it 
follows that the texts about the Udgitha etc, are meant for 
enjoining meditation. 


Topic 4: UPpANISADIC STORIFS 


qifeaaral efa Aa faatioaeatg NRai 


arfewa-aat: Meant for Pariplava efa tq if this be the conten- 
tion, 4 not so faarfyaratq on account of having been specified. 


23. If it be argued that they (the Upanisadic stories) are 
meant for the (ritualistic application called) Pariplava® (we 
say) that this is not so, on account of the stories for the Pariplava 
having been specified. 


Doubt: There occur some stories in the Upanisads as 
recounted in such texts as the following: “Now Yajfivalkya had 
two wives Maitreyi and Katyayani” (Br. IV. v. 1), “Pratardana, 
son of Divodasa, went to the beloved place of Indra” (Kau. III. 
1), “JanaSruti, the great grandson of JanaSruti, used to distrib- 
ute gifts with reverence; he gave plentifully; he (had food) 
cooked for many people” (Ch. IV. i. 1). With regard to these 
the doubt arises: Are these stories meant for use as a ritualistic 
act called Pariplava, or are they for the easy comprehension of 
the knowledge imparted along with them? 

Opponent: These Upanisadic stories are meant for Pariplava, 
for they are on a par with other stories, and stories are pre- 
scribed for use in Pariplava. From this it would follow that the 
Upanisads do not have knowledge as their main purport, they 
being meant for application in rites just as much as the mantras. 

Vedantin : Not so. 

Why? 


°There is an injunction that in the course of the horse-sacrifice, the 
priests should tell stories to the sacrificing king and his family and 
councillors. On the first day is to be related the story of Vaivasvata 


Manu, on the second of Vaivasvata Yama, and on the third of Varuna 
and Surya. 
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Because certain stories are specified for that (ritualistic) 
purpose. Thus it is that the topic is raised with the sentence, 
“The priests shall relate the stories”; and then only a certain 
number of stories, counting from the one beginning with, 
“Manu, a descendant of Vivasvan” etc. are specified. Were it 
the case that all the stories are to be used, just because they are 
stories, this specification would have been useless. Hence these 
Upanisadic stories are not meant for Pariplava. 


TM AHAAIANTAFa UI 


q And cHaqraqal-sItany because of becoming joined through 
unity of idea q@qy in that way. 


24. And because (the stories) become connected (with medi- 
tations) through unity of idea in that way, (therefore they are 
meant for illuminating the proximate knowledge). 


Moreover, if the stories are not meant for use in Pariplava, 
it is but natural that they should be meant for illuminating the 
proximate knowledge (meditation), for they are joined to them 
by way of unity of idea. Thus it is that in the respective con- 
texts they are noticed to be connected with the proximate 
meditations through unity of ideas, by virtue of the interest 
they create in the meditations (or knowledge) and the ease of 
comprehension that they supply. For instance, in the Maitreyi 
Brabmana (of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad) the story of 
Yajnavalkya, Maitreyi, and Katyayani is seen to have a unity 
of idea with the knowledge contained in the text, “The Self, 
my dear Maitreyi, is to be realized” etc. (Br. IV. v. 6); in the 
story of Pratardana also, the unity of idea with the knowledge 
imparted in, “I am Prana, the Self that is consciousness” etc. 
(Kau. III. 2), is obvious; and the story starting with, “The 
great grandson of JanaSruti”, is connected with the knowledge 
imparted in the text, “Air indeed is the place of merger” etc. 
(Ch. IV. iii. 1). Just as the stories occurring in the ritualistic 
portion of the Vedas, for instance, “He plucked out his own 
marrow (or omentum)” etc., are meant for emphasizing the 
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proximate injunctions, so also is the case here. Hence they are 
not meant for Pariplava. 


Topic 5: SANNYASINS FREE FROM RITUALS 


TAT AMFTATIARAT wl 


aa: va a For that very reason again aftq-gaq-aife-aTiet 
there is no need of “lighting fire” and so on. 


25. For that very reason again, (the Sannyasin has) no need 
of “lighting fire”, and such other rites. 


Since the aphorism, “Badarayana thinks that liberation results 
from this (knowledge), because the Vedic texts declare so” 
(III. iv. 1), is applicable in this context as well, though it is far 
removed, therefore, it is being alluded to in this aphorism by 
saying, “for this very reason”. “For this very reason”, from the 
fact that knowledge is the cause of liberation, the ritualistic 
works like “lighting up a fire” etc., that are enjoined for the 
different orders of life, are not required by knowledge for 
producing its own result. Thus the present topic restates the 
result of the discussion raised under the first topic; and the 
aphorist does this with a view to adding something more. 


Topic 6: RITUALS ETC. NEEDED FOR KNOWLEDGE 


wate A TMfeqreTaq urRelt 


aq-atet All (religious actions) are necessary q as well 
qa-aife-qa: on the authority of the Upanisad prescribing 
sacrifices etc. AVI-AT This is like the horse. 


26. On the strength of the Upanisadic sanction of sacrifices 
etc., all religious activities as well are necessary, This is the same 
as in the case of a horse (in matters of its adequacy). 


The question to be considered now is whether knowledge 
derives absolutely no benefit from the duties enjoined for the 
different orders of life, or it does derive some benefit. As to 
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that, since it was concluded under the previous aphorism, “For 
that very reason the Sannydsin has no need of lighting fire etc.”, 
that knowledge does not at all depend on the performance of 
the duties of the different stages of life for producing its own 
result (viz liberation), therefore the answer is being given, “All 
religious activities are also necessary” etc. As a matter of fact 
knowledge needs the help of all the duties of the various stages 
of life, and it is not a fact that there is absolutely no dependence 
on them (for purification of heart). 

Opponent: Is it not contradictory to say that knowledge 
depends and yet does not depend on other duties? 

We (Vedantins) answer that there is no contradiction. For 
once knowledge has emerged, it does not depend on any other 
factor for producing its (own) result (viz liberation); but it 
does depend on others for its own emergence. 

Why so? 

“On the strength of the Upanisadic texts prescribing sacrifice 
etc.” Thus there occurs the text, “The Brahmanas seek to 
know it through the study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity, 
austerity consisting in a dispassionate perception of sense- 
objects” (Br. IV. iv. 22), which shows the helpfulness of sacri- 
fices etc. to the attainment of knowledge. Moreover, it is 
understood from their association with “seeking to know” (Br. 
IV. iv. 22), that they act as a means for the emergence of 
knowledge. Furthermore, from the text, “Now, again, what is 
called a sacrifice is really Brabmacarya” (Ch. VIII. v. 1), 
where bachelor-studentship, a means to the acquisition of 
knowledge, is praised by comparing it with sacrifices etc., it 
appears that the sacrifices etc. are also a means to it, Again, 
such Upanisadic texts as, “I tell you briefly of that goal which 
all the Vedas with one voice propound, which all the austerities 
speak of, and wishing for which people practice Brabmacarya; 
it is this, viz Om” (Ka. I. ii, 15), indicate that the duties of the 
different stages of life are helpful to the acquisition of know- 
ledge. Smpti texts also support this, for instance, “The duties 
result in scorching away sins; the supreme goal being knowledge, 
when sins are scorched by duties, knowledge begins to emerge”, 
and so on. 
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“As in the case of a horse” is meant for illustrating the 
adequacy (of sacrifices etc.). As from the standpoint of pro- 
priety, a horse is not employed for drawing a plough, but a 
chariot, similarly the duties of the different stages of life are 
needed not for the fruition of the result of knowledge, but for 
the emergence of knowledge itself. 


TAAL: AMM F TSA TA AHTAVTASSACATT UH 


aat-afq Still <qrq one should be TA-TA-Sfe-TA: endowed 
with calmness, self-control etc. q for waeq- aTSIATY ToT 
they have to be practised perforce, aq-faa: they having been 
enjoined @q-3 Tara as subsidiaries of oe (knowledge). 


27. (Even though there be no injunction about sacrifices etc.), 
still one must be endowed with self-control and the like, since 
these are enjoined as subsidiaries of knowledge; and hence have 
to be practised as a matter of course. 


Sonteone may argue that sacrifices etc. cannot properly be 
the means to knowledge, because no injunction (to that effect) 
exists, and because the text starting with, “They seek to know 
through sacrifice”, is a mere restatement (of a fact known 
otherwise), meant for glorifying knowledge, and not as an 
injunction for sacrifices etc., the meaning implied being this: 
“So fortunate is knowledge that they seek to attain it through 
those very sacrifices etc.” 

We (Vedantins) say: Even if this be so, still a seeker after 
knowledge must be endowed with control of body and mind 
and such other virtues; because control of body and mind, etc. 
are enjoined as means to the acquisition of knowledge in the 
text, “Therefore he who knows it as such becomes self- 
controlled, calm, withdrawn into himself, enduring and con- 
centrated, and sees the Self in his own self (body)” (Br. IV. 
iv, 23), and because it is compulsory to undertake what is 
prescribed (by the scriptures). 

Opponent: Even here there is no injunction but a statement 
in the present tense implying that one sees by being endowed 
with self-control etc. 
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We (Ved4ntins) answer that it is not so, since the idea of 
injunction becomes clear from the use of the term “therefore” 
which alludes to the praise of the subject-matter under discus- 
sion, and since the Madhyandinas use a clear injunction in their 
reading “should see” (in place of “see”’), Hence even though 
there be no need of sacrifices etc., self-control etc. are needed. 
As a matter of fact, however, sacrifices etc. are also needed on 
the strength of the Upanisadic text itself that mentions them. 

Opponent: Did we not point out that in the text “(they) 
seek to know through sacrifice” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 22), no inyunc- 
tion is discernible? 

Vedantin: You did say so; still from the uniqueness of the 
connection, an injunction has to be inferred. For this connec- 
tion of “seeking to know” with “sacrifices” etc, is not known 
from any other source, in which case alone it could have 
occurred here by way of a restatement. And it is by inferring 
an injunction on the strength of the revelation of an extraor- 
dinary fact in such texts as, “Since the sun is toothless, there- 
fore he has a claim to a share of offering that is well crushed”, 
where no injunction is met with, that a discussion about an 
(implied) injunction is introduced in the Pirva-Mimarhsa by 
saying, “Crushing for the sun in all cases of ‘derivative sacrifices’ 
(based on the DarSa-Pirnamdsa) should become obvious” 
(Jai. Sa. III. iii. 34). Similarly also it has been said herein, “Or 
rather there is an injunction (in the text) just as it is in the 
case of holding sacrificial fuel” (B. S. III. iv. 20). And in the 
Gita and other Smpgtis it has been stated elaborately that sacrifices 
etc., when performed without any motive for fruits, become 
the means for the attainment of knowledge by an aspirant who 
desires liberation. Hence sacrifices etc. and self-control etc., 
which are the duties of the respective stages of life, are all 
but means for the emergence of knowledge. And yet among 
these, such means as self-control etc., which are connected with 
knowledge by the clause, “He who knows it as such” (Br. IV. 
lv, 23), are proximate to knowledge, while the other means, viz 
sacrifices etc., are external (i.e. remote), they being connected 
with the “seeking to know” (Bry. IV. iv. 22). This is how these 
are to be distinguished. 

50 
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Topic 7: RESTRICTIONS ABOUT Foop 


TATA ATMA TEVA UTM 


wa-ae-aqafa: All kinds of food are permitted y only sra- 
aeay when life is in danger aq-aerate for so it is revealed. 


28. All kinds of food are permitted only when life is in danger; 
for so it 1s revealed. 


Doubt : In the anecdote of Prama, as contained in the recension 
of the Chandogas, the text occurs, “For 2 man who knows 
Prana thus, nothing becomes uneatable” (Ch. V. ii. 1). The 
Vajasaneyins also have the text, “He who knows the food of 
(Prana) the vital force to be such, never happens to eat anything 
that is not food or to accept anything that is not food” (Br. 
VI. i. 14), the meaning implied being that everything becomes 
eatable to him. Now, is this permission of everything as food 
meant as an injunction to be followed as a means to the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge like self-control etc., or is this a mere declara- 
tion by way of eulogy? 

Opponent: When under such a doubt, the conclusion to be 
arrived at is that it is an injunction, for thus alone can this 
instruction generate a special tendency (to act), (so that it is 
an extraordinary instruction implying injunction). Thus it 
becomes a subordinate part of the meditation on Praga owing 
to its proximity to that meditation; and by being such a sub- 
ordinate part, it indicates the abrogation of the general rule 
(about food). 

Objection : If that be the case, it will set at naught the scrip- 
tures making a division between things that can be eaten and 
not eaten. 

Opponent: That is nothing damaging, since this contradic- 
tion can be logically reconciled from the standpoints of a 
general rule and its exception. For instance, the prohibition of 
animal slaughter is modified by the injunction to kill animals in 
sacrifices, or the general division of women into those with 
whom one can have intercourse and those with whom one 
cannot is modified by the text about not rejecting any woman 
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as contained in, “His vow is that he shall not reject any woman” 
(Ch. II. xiii. 2), occurring in connection with the Vamadevya 
meditation, So also the scriptural division between the eatable 
and non-eatable can be modified by this text about eating all 
kinds of food occurring in connection with the meditation on 
Prana. 

Vedantin: To this we say that this is not an injunction 
permitting the eating of all kinds of food, for no word of 
injunction is met with here, inasmuch as the present tense is 
used in the expression, “For him who knows Préna thus, nothing 
becomes uneatable” (Ch. V. ii. 1). And even when no injunc- 
tion is discernible, one cannot read into it an injunction just 
out of the temptation of making it a generator of a distinct kind 
of activity. Besides, it is only after declaring that the range of 
food for Prama extends right down to that of dogs etc., that 
the declaration is made, “For him who knows Praza thus nothing 
becomes uneatable”. It is not possible for anyone with a human 
body to eat all that is food to dogs etc., though it is possible 
for one to think that all these are food to the vital force. Hence 
this is only a eulogy meant to glorify the knowledge of 
Praua’s food, and it is not an injunction permitting everything 
as food. And the fact, that all kinds of food can be permitted 
when life is in danger is pointed out by the aphorist. The idea 
expressed is this: It is only when in a great calamity one’s life 
itself is in danger, that all kinds of food are permitted, for such 
is the declaration of the Upanisad. Thus it is that the Upanigad 
shows in the brdbmana portion starting with, ““When the crops 
in the country of the Kurus had been destroyed by hail” etc. 
(Ch. 1. x. 1), that the sage Cakriyana was impelled to eat 
forbidden food when in straitened circumstances. A sage named 
Cakriyana under calamitous conditions, ate some bad black 
pulses, a portion of which had already been eaten by an elephant 
driver; but after the food, he rejected the offered drinking 
water on the plea that the man had already drunk from it. And 
the sage gave the reason for this, “I would not have survived 
if I had not eaten these grains; but drinking water I can have at 
will” (Ch, I. x. 4). Again, the next day, he eats the same stale 
pulses left over after being eaten by himself and another. By 
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recounting thus the eating of the remnant of somebody else’s 
food, and the remnant as well as insipid food, the Upanisad only 
reveals an eagerness to express the idea that when a question of 
life and death arises, one can eat even a forbidden thing for 
preserving life. But from the rejection of the drinking water, 
it is understood that this must not be done in a normal state 
even by a man of knowledge. Hence the text, “For him who 
knows Prana thus” etc. (Ch. V. i. 1), is a eulogy. 


AATATS’ WRI 


29. And (this should be the interpretation) so that the scrip- 
tures (about permissible and forbidden food) may not be 
contradicted. 


And the texts, “when the food is pure, the mind becomes 
pure” etc. (Ch. VII. xxvi. 2) and others, which make a division 
between what can be eaten and what not, will remain uncon- 
tradicted if such an interpretation is accepted. 


ata a aaa izoll 


aft = Moreover <qq@ mentioned in the Smrtis. 
30. Moreover, the Smrtis support this view. 


Moreover, the Smrtis mention that when a calamity befalls, 
all kinds of food can be eaten indiscriminately by the enlightened 
and unenlightened alike: “Just as a lotus leaf is not drenched 
by water, so also a man, who eats food from wherever he gets 
it when life is in jeopardy, is not affected by sin.” So also the 
Smrti speaks of the avoidance of prohibited food, as in, “A 
Brahmana shall for ever avoid wine. They should pour hot wine 
into the mouth of a Brahmana who drinks liquor. The drunk- 
ards become worms on account of taking prohibited things”. 


ASTATAISHIARTT 113.2 


aa: Hence @ also asa: scriptural text (occurs) @-5Ta-HTe 
prohibiting licence. 


{II. iv. 32] BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA 789 


31. Hence also occur the scriptural texts probibiting licence. 


In the sambita of the Kathas is found a text which forbids the 
eating of uneatable food and purports to check activities 
dependent on licence: “Therefore a Brahmana should not drink 
spirituous liquors”. And that text becomes all the more logical 
if the text, “For a man who knows Prana thus” etc. (Ch. V. 11. 
1), be a eulogy. Hence texts of this kind are eulogies and not 
injunctions. 


Topic 8: DuTIEs OF OrpDers oF LIFE SHOULD BE FULFILLED 


Doubt : It was ascertained under the aphorism, “And there is 
need for all duties” etc. (III. iv. 26), that the duties of the 
different stages of life are conducive to knowledge. The ques- 
tion being considered now is whether those duties are to be 
performed or not performed by a man who simply sticks to 
his own stage of life without any hankering for liberation and 
any desire for knowledge. 

Opponent: As to that, the text “The Brahmanas seek to know 
it through the study of the Vedas” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 22), enjoins 
the duties of the different stages of life as means for the 
acquisition of knowledge and hence the obligatory duties are 
not to be performed by one who does not want knowledge 
but craves for some other result. On the contrary, should these 
be obligatory for him also, then these duties cannot be conducive 
to knowledge, since obligatoriness and unobligatoriness cannot 
meet at the same point. 

Vedantin : In answer to this, the aphorist says: 


fafzacararsranatty 132i 


a And (the same time) aff even aryq-we duties of the 
different orders of life (are to be performed) fafgacate for 
these have been enjoined, 


32. At the same time the duties of the orders of life are to be 
performed (by one who does not want liberation), since these 
have been enjoined. 


The obligatory duties are to be performed even by one who 
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simply sticks to an order of life without any craving for libera- 
tion, for these are enjoined by such texts as, “One shall perform 
the Agnihotra sacrifice as long as one lives”. And yet from this 
point of view there can be no such criticism that the very same 
Vedic text is being overburdened (with too many purposes).® 
And it was objected that in that case these religious duties will 
not conduce to knowledge. Hence the answer is being given: 


TEMUVAT FT 13g 


@q@ And ag-mrfeaat because of being jointly the generators 
(of knowledge). 


33. And (these have to be performed, since these are enjoined 
as) being jointly the generators of knowledge. 


And these must be jointly the generators of knowledge just 
because these have been enjoined to be so in, “The Brahmanas 
seek to know it through the study of the Vedas, sacrifices” 
etc. (Br. IV. iv. 22). That fact was stated in the aphorism, “And 
there is need for all duties, with due regard to adequacy, as in 
the case of a horse” (III. iv. 26). Yet it is not to be concluded 
that this text about the cooperation (sabak&ritva))® of the duties 
of the stages of life with knowledge refers to the production of 
the result of knowledge, as in the case of Praydja etc. (helping in 
the production of the result of DarSa-Piirnamasa), since know- 
ledge can never be a matter for injunction, and since the result 
of knowledge cannot be a product. For rites like DarSa-Pirna- 
masa alone, which can be subjects of injunction, need other 
cooperating means for producing such results as heaven. But 
knowledge is not of that kind. Thus it is that the aphorist said, 
“And for that very reason there is no dependence on such acts 
as lighting up a sacrificial fire, and so on” (III. iv. 25). Hence 
the only idea implied in speaking of their helpfulness is that they 


*For the sentence enjoining obligatory duties is not interpreted to 
enjoin them as helpful to knowledge, nor is the sentence admitting help- 
fulness interpreted to mean that all duties are so under all circumstances. 

% Sabakaritva means cooperation. But Ratnaprabbaé prefers a derivative 
meaning as given under the aphorism. 
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are conducive to the emergence of knowledge. Yet there is no 
scope for apprehending here an opposition arising from their 
obligatory and occasional association (with the same person), 
because the association differs although the duties are the same. 
For different is the obligatory association as it is gathered from 
the texts about lifelong performance and the like. This does 
not produce knowledge as its result. Again, occasional is the 
other kind of association as gathered from the text, “The 
Brahmanas seek to know it through the study of the Vedas” 
etc. (By. IV. iv. 22). This has knowledge as its result. This is 
just like a sacrificial stake made of Khadira wood which, through 
its obligatory association with the sacrifice, serves the purposes 
of the sacrifice, but by occasional association serves the pur- 
poses of the sacrificer.!! 


waershe | at carafe 1av 


aaa Considered in every (i. either) way, af q however, 
aaa the very same (duties are meant) gaq-feytq because 
of the indicatory marks of both kinds. 


34. Considered either way, however, the very same religious 
duties are meant for performance, because of the indicatory 
marks of both kinds. 


“Considered either way”—whether they be the normal duties 
of the different orders of life or the cooperators in acquiring 
knowledge, these very same religious acts, viz Agnihotra and the 
rest, are to be performed. 

What does the teacher rule out then by his emphasis in, “the 
very same duties”? 

We say that he rules out the misconception of these 
being different from the (usual) rites. In the scripture of the 
Kundapayin an Agnihotra, different from the Agnihotra 


4 The stake is to be made according to injunction from Bilva, Khiadira, 
or PaliSa wood to serve the purposes of the sacrifice. This is the general 
rule. But for a sacrificer who wants valour, the stake must be of Khidira. 
This is a special rule. The two rules do not contradict each other, but have 
their special fields. 
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performed daily, is enjoined in the text, “One performs the 
Agnihotra sacrifice for a month”. Unlike that, these are not 
different here. This is the idea. 

Why? 

“On account of the indicatory marks of both kinds’, on 
account of the indicatory marks both in the Vedas and the 
Smrtis. As for the Vedic indicatory mark, it occurs in the text, 
“The Brahmanas seek to know it through the study of the 
Vedas” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 22), which shows the applicability of 
the very same sacrifices etc. as they already exist with their 
forms well determined, but does not prescribe a new extraordi- 
nary form for them, as is done by saying “one sacrifices” (i.e. 
“shall sacrifice”). The indicatory mark in the Smrti occurs in, 
“He who performs his bounden duty without leaning to the 
fruit of action” (Gita, VI. 1), which shows how the rites, 
already known as obligatory, become conducive to the rise of 
knowledge. And such text as, “He who has to his credit these 
eighty-four sanctifications” etc., which allude to the fact of 
these Vedic rites being well known as sanctifying, occur in the 
Smrtis with the idea of showing that knowledge arises in one 
who is sanctified by them. Hence this emphasis on non- 
difference is quite proper. And this presence of the indicatory 
mark only strengthens the view that the rites are helpful to 
knowledge. 


Hakata A aarafa 13y 


q Moreover, (the Vedas) eaaff show aafiaagq (the fact 
of) not being overpowered. 


35. The Vedas also show that one (equipped with Brabma- 
carya etc.) is not overpowered. 


Moreover, the Vedas show in the texts like, “For that Self 
does not perish which one attains by Brabmacarya” (Ch. VIII. 
v. 3) etc., that one who is equipped with practices like 
Brabmacarya is not overpowered by the torments like passion. 
Hence the conclusion is confirmed that sacrifices etc. are not 
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only the duties pertaining to the stages of life, they are also 
helpful in the rise of knowledge. 


Topic 9: KNOWLEDGE FOR PEOPLE OUTSIDE ORDERS 


The doubt arises as to whether the widowers and others, who 
do not remain affiliated to any order of life because of their 
lack of the requisites like wealth and other resources, have any 
competence for knowledge or not. 

Opponent: When under that doubt, the conclusion should 
be that they have no competence, since it has been emphasized 
that the duties of the stages of life are helpful to the rise of 
knowledge, and since these cannot possibly perform any duty 
prescribed for those stages. 


HT ALT | AT-SSS: El 


As a matter of fact, however, aqzt one standing in 
between two stages (is) affix also (entitled) aq-ee: for such 
cases are met with. 


36. As a matter of fact, a person standing in between two stages 
is also entitled, such cases being met with (in the Upanisads). 


Vedantin: This being the position, the answer is given by 
saying, “As a matter of fact, a person, standing in between two 
stages, is also entitled”, even one occupying an intermediate 
stage, owing to being debarred from any one of them, is also 
entitled to knowledge. . 

Why? 

“Such cases being met with in the Upanisads”; for Vedic texts 
are noticeable which speak of the possession of the knowledge 
of Brahman by Raikva (Ch. IV. i. iii) Wacaknavi (or Gargi) 
(Br. III. vi. 1), and others who were in similar circumstances. 


aft 4 SAT |Z 
37. Moreover, the Smrtis also mention this fact. 


Moreover, in the histories it is mentioned that Samvarta and 
others, who had nothing to do with the duties of the stages of 
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life owing to such habits as remaining naked and so on, were 
still great Yogins. 

Opponent: These are mere indicatory marks found in the 
Vedas and Smrtis that have been cited here. But what is the 
net result derived from them? 

Vedantin : That is being stated: 


Feretarqreat Wasi 


38. And (in their case) there can be the favour of special 
factors (like japa etc.). 


In the case of those widowers and others also, it is possible 
for knowledge to be helped by such virtuous acts as repetition 
of mantras (japa), fasting, worship of gods, etc., which can be 
resorted to by men in general, and which do not clash with the 
fact of one’s standing outside any stage of life. In support of 
this occurs the Smrti, “A Brahmana can succeed merely through 
japa. There can be no doubt as regards this. A kind-hearted 
man is called a Brahmana irrespective of whether he does any- 
thing else or not” (Manu. II. 87), which shows that one can 
take up prayer even though the performance of the duties of 
any order of life may not be possible for him. Moreover, it is 
possible for knowledge to be helped by the virtuous deeds 
performed in the different stages of life in earlier lives, as is 
evident from the Smrti: “The Yogin, gaining perfection through 
many births, reaches the highest goal” (Gita, VI. 45), which 
shows that particular mental impressions acquired in past lives 
also help knowledge. And since knowledge has a directly per- 
ceptible result, the mere absence of any prohibition is enough 
to qualify an aspirant for liberation to undertake “hearing” etc.!2 
Hence nothing stands in the way of the widowers and others 
also becoming qualified for pursuing knowledge. 


Faecaarssaea FST Rell 


q But aa: compared with this yazq the other sara: (is) 
better fear because of indicatory mark @ as well. 


* An injunction is necessary for unseen results like heaven etc., but 
not so for the immediately perceptible results like cessation of ignorance. 
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39. But as compared with this, the other one is better, because 
of indicatory sign (in the Upanisad and Smrtis) as well. 


“But as compared with this”, as compared with the fact of 
continuing in the intermediate stages, “‘the other one”, the other 
state of belonging to some stage of life, is “better” as a means 
to the rise of knowledge, because there occurs the indicatory 
sign in the Upanisad in, “Any other knower of Brahman, who 
has done good deeds and is identified with the supreme Light, 
also treads this path” (Br IV. iv. 9), as also the indications in 
the Smpti, contained in, “A twice-born man shall not stay out- 
side the stages of life even for a day”, and “Should one stay 
outside the stages of life for a year, one should undertake some 
austerity (as a penance)”. 


Topic 10: DEFECTION FROM MONASTICISM 


Doubt: It has been established that there are orders of life 
for the continent as well. Now the doubt arises as to whether 
a man belonging to those orders can have any reversion from 
there or not. 

Opponent: One may even fall back out of a desire to perform 
the earlier virtuous deeds well or owing to passion etc., since 
no special reason exists for not doing so. 

Vedantin; This being the position, the answer is given: 


TK Y Tega share Freres: Involl 
q But eq-qeeq for one who has become so, 7 (there can 
be) no #-4q-"Te: reversion from that faqa-aee t-TaeT: on 
account of restriction, absence of text (sanctioning defection), 


and good precedence. (This is the view) arf even afay: of 
Jaimini. 


40. But for one who has become so, there can be no reversion 
from it, on account of restriction, absence of text sanctioning 
reversion, and absence of good precedence. This is the view of 
Jaimini as well. 


“But for one who has become so”, one who has embraced 
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the life of the continent (Brahmacarin or Sannyasin), “there 
can be no reversion from it,” no falling back from it, under any 
circumstances. 

Why? 

“On account of restriction, absence of texts about reversion 
from such a life, and absence of good precedence.” Thus the 
restrictive rule occurring in the following texts shows the 
absence of reversion: “One who spends his whole life in the 
teacher’s house” (Ch. II. xxiii. 1), ““The path indicated by the 
scripture is that one shall] retire to the forest; and the esoteric 
(purport of the scripture) about it is that one shall not return 
from there”, “Being permitted by the teacher, he shall duly 
follow one of the four stages of life till the body falls off”, and 
others. And though we meet with sentences speaking of ascen- 
sion to a higher order, such as, “After finishing the Brahbma- 
carin’s life, one shall become a householder” (Ja. 4), “One shall 
embrace monasticism from the Brabmacarin’s life itself” (ibid.), 
yet we do not come across sentences sanctioning reversion. Nor 
do good precedents exist. 

As for the argument that there can be a falling back from a 
desire to perform well the (wonted) earlier duties, that is 
invalid, since the Smpti declares, “Better is one’s own duty 
though imperfect, than the duty of another well performed” 
(Gita, III. 35). Logic also supports this; for one’s own duty 
is that which has been prescribed (by the scriptures) for one, 
and not what one can perform well, since duty is determined 
by scriptural injunction. And there can be no such thing as 
(exoneration of) defection owing to passion etc., for the scrip- 
tural restriction is more authoritative. By saying “(This is the 
view) of Jaimini as well”, the aphorist points out the concur- 
rence of Jaimini and Badarayana in this matter, so that our 
conviction may become all the more strong. 


Topic 11: ExpraATioN or TRANSGRESSION OF CELIBACY 


at aferenrtenats Taare TL ty gl 


a And afy even (that expiation) arfirprfeaq mentioned in 
A dhikara-Laksana (Jai. Si. VI.) 4 (is) not (meant) (for him) 
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TTA-ATATATY since his fall is inferred (from the Smpti) (to be 
without remedy). aq-aarmg (and) hence he has no connection 
with it. 


41. And even an expiation is not available for him, since his 
fall is known from the Smrti to be irremediable, and he has no 
connection with it. 


Doubt: If a (Naisthika) Brabmacarin, wedded to lifelong 
continence, breaks his vow through some inadvertence, can he or 
can he not undertake a penance as enjoined in, “A Brabmacéarin, 
falling from his vow, shall sacrifice a donkey to Niryti’? 

The answer (of the opponent) is, no. As for expiation men- 
tioned in the chapter dealing with qualification (in the Pirva- 
Mimarhsa) in the aphorism, “The offering of the animal in the 
case of a Brabmacarin breaking his vow is to be made, as in the 
upanayana sacrifice, in the ordinary fire; for the time for lighting 
up the Ahavaniya fire (after marriage) is not ripe (in the case 
of the Brabmacarin)” (Jai. Si. VI. viii. 21), that too cannot 
apply to the lifelong Brahbmacarin. 

What is the reason? 

Since the Smpti mentions that this fall cannot be set right, “For 
one who after being established in the norm of the lifelong 
celibate (Naisthika) falls from it, we cannot imagine any expia- 
tion by which that self-immolating man can be purified”; for 
no remedy is possible for one whose head is cut off. But that 
expiation is possible for an wpakurvana Brabmacarin (who 
would marry after finishing his studies), since that kind of 
absolute fall is not mentioned in his case. 


STATA TAH AAAATASHT lls 


q However w& some (consider this) 3q-qqqy a minor sign, 


(and admit) existence (of expiation), #q-aqq as in a case 
of eating (forbidden food); aq-sey so it is explained (by 
Jaimini). 


42. Some, however, consider this to be a minor sin and concede 
expiation as in a case of eating forbidden fooa. So it is explained 
by Jatmini. 
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On the contrary, “some”, some teachers, think that it 1s only 
a minor sin. If a lifelong celibate breaks his vow by misbehaving 
with a woman other than his teacher’s wife for instance, that 
does not constitute a major sin (#abapdtaka), since it has not 
been counted among such major sins as dishonouring one’s 
teacher’s wife. Hence they assert that a lifelong celibate can 
have expiation just as much as a upakurvana Brabmacarin, since 
they are on the same footing as Brabmacarins and breakers of 
their vow. And this is as in the case of eating prohibited food. 
Just as a Brabmacarin, who breaks his vow by drinking wine or 
eating meat, can be purified again, so also is the case here. Those 
who assert that a lifelong celibate who slips can have no 
expiation cannot produce any text to that effect. But those 
who assert that he can have an expiation have as their support 
the text, “A Bralmacarin falling from his vow shall sacrifice a 
donkey to Nirrti” which is applicable to both classes. Hence the 
existence of expiation is the more reasonable position. And this 
is in accord with what has been stated in a chapter of the 
Pirva-Mimarhsa in the aphorisms, “Should it be maintained 
that either can be understood as equally applicable” (Jai. Si. 
I. iii. 8), (then the answer is that) “the comprehension must be 
according to what is stated in the scripture, for virtuous deeds 
are determined by them”!® (Jai. Si. I. ii. 9). This being the 
case, the mention of the absence of expiation in the Smpti is 
to be explained as meant for inducing (in the lifelong celibate) 
an intensity of effort (for keeping his vow). Thus also it is to 
be kept in mind that expiations are prescribed for the mendi- 
cants and the forest-dwellers in such texts as, “Should a forest- 
dweller break the vow of his order, he shall undertake a penance 
for twelve days and help in growing grass on the grazing 
ground”, “Should a mendicant break his vow, he shall, just like 
the Vanaprastha tend the pasture barring the cultivation of Soma 


*A passage in the Veda speaks of pudding made of yava. Now yava, 
generally meaning barley, sometimes means a different kind of grain. 
Following such popular usage the opponent would have the pudding 
made of either. But the conclusion, drawn from another Vedic passage, 
which clearly describes yava as meaning barley, is that barley alone is to 
be used, for that conforms with the scripture. 
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plants, and he shall undertake the purificatory rites according 
to the Vedic branch he belongs to”. 


Topic 12: THEY ARE TO BE EXCOMMUNICATED 


afgeqaaasty Saas teal 


But af even gaat in either case a@fg: (they are to be 
kept) outside (society) aye: in compliance with Smrti q and 
arate good conduct. 


43. (Whether their transgression constitutes a major or a 
minor sin), they are to be kept outside in either case in accord- 
ance with Smrti texts and behaviour of good people. 


Whether the lapse of the continent people from their 
respective orders of life constitutes a minor sin or a major one, 
in either case they are to be expelled from society by the good 
people, because of the extreme condemnation shown in such 
Smpti texts as, “For one who after being established in the norm 
of the lifelong celibate, falls from it, we cannot imagine any 
expiation by which that self-immolating man can be purified”, 
“One shall undertake the Candrayana (expiatory rite) if one 
happens to touch a Brahmana fallen from a higher stage of life, 
excommunicated from his own society, or dead through hanging 
or by being bitten by some insect”. This also follows from the 
behaviour of the good people. For decent people do not under- 
take any sacrifice, study, or matrimonial ceremony in associa- 
tion with them. 


Topic 13: MEpDITATIONS CONNECTED WITH RITES 


eafra: HePaiceaaa: Inevit 
(The meditations subserving religious acts) <arfaq: are for 
(i.e, are to be undertaken by) the sacrificer mea: because 
the Upanisads mention the results, gf thus (says) arygq: 
Atreya. 


44. The teacher Atreya thinks that the agentship for medita- 


800 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (III. iv. 44 


tions belongs to the master of the sacrifice, since the Upanisads 
mention their results. 


Doubt: With regard to the meditations connected with the 
different parts of a sacrifice, the doubt arises as to whether they 
are to be undertaken by the sacrificer or the priests. What 
would be the conclusion here? 

Atreya: They are to be undertaken by the sacrificer. 

Why? 

On account of the mention of results. For the results are 
stated thus: “Rain pours down for him who having such a 
knowledge meditates on the five kinds of Sama as rain; and he 
can make rain pour down for others also” (Ch, II. ui. 2). Logi- 
cally a result should go to the master, for the ceremony as a 
whole (with its parts) is enjoined for him, and the results of 
such meditations are prescribed for one who is empowered for 
the main rite. Moreover, from the Upanisad it is known that 
the result of the meditation belongs to the meditators, as stated 
in, “Rain pours down for him who meditates” (ibid.) etc. 

Objection: Is not the priest also seen to derive a result, as 
stated in, “Whatever objects this chanter, possessed of such 
knowledge, desires either for himself or for the sacrificer, he 
secures by chanting” (Br. I. iii. 28)? 

Atreya: No, because the result accrues there to the priest on 
the strength of the text.1* Hence the teacher Atreya is of opinion 
that the master himself of the rite (i.e. the sacrificer) has to 
undertake the meditations bearing fruits, 


Een fe afemae iwati 


It is the priest’s duty xfq so says aftgsifa: Audulomi 
fg for aca for that (work), feéttaa (he) is retained. 


45. The (teacher) Audulomi says that it is the duty of the 


“That text states an exception to the general rule; it does not override 
that rule. 
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priest (to undertake such meditations), for he is retained for 
that. 

The teacher Audulomi is of opinion that there is no such 
rule that the meditations are to be undertaken by the sacrificer. 
They should be undertaken by the priest. 

What is the reason? 

For a priest is retained (by the sacrificer) for the performance 
of the rite together with its parts; and such meditations as on 
the Udgitha are included in that performance, since the compe- 
tence for the performance of the parts is derived from that for 
the main rite. Hence the meditations have to be performed by 
the priests on such analogy as regulation of the milking of a 
cow (by the priest for one who owns it). It is thus that the 
Upanisad shows in the following text how the meditation is to 
be undertaken by the Udgata (priest singing the Sama), “Baka, 
son of Dalbha, knew that Udgitha, and he became the Udgata 
of the people in the Naimisa forest” (Ch. I. ii. 13). As for the 
assertion that the result is seen in the Upanisad to accrue to the 
sacrificer, that creates no difficulty, since the priests act for 
others, and the fruits cannot accrue to them unless a text says 
so explicitly: (as an exception). 


TAT Sel 


46. And from Vedic texts also (this stands confirmed). 


“He said, ‘whatever blessing the priests pray for in a sacrifice, 
they pray for it for the sacrificer alone’” (Sa. B. I. iii. i. 28), 
“Hence an Udgata, possessed of this knowledge, will ask, “What 
desire shall I fulfil for you by singing?’” (Ch. I. vii. 8-9), such 
texts show that the result of the meditation undertaken by the 
priests accrues to the sacrificer. Hence it is concluded that the 
meditations on things forming parts of a sacrificial act are to 
be undertaken by the priests. 


Topic 14: INJUNCTION ABOUT MEDITATIVENESS 


Doubt: In the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (III. v. 1) occurs 
the text, “Therefore the Brahmana, having known all about 
51 
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scholarship (panuditya), should try to live (balyena, i.e.) upon 
that strength which comes of knowledge!*; having known all 
about this strength as well as scholarship, he becomes meditative 
(muni); having known all about meditativeness and its opposite, 
he becomes a Brahmana (knower of Brahman)”. The doubt 
arises here whether meditativeness is enjoined here or not. 

Opponent: When under such a predicament, the conclusion 
to be arrived at is that it is not enjoined, since the injunction 
ends with, “should try to live upon that strength which comes 
of knowledge” (ibid.). Beyond that no verbal ending, denoting 
an nijunction, is met with in “he becomes meditative” (ibid.). 
Hence this is a mere re-statement of a known fact. 

Objection : How is it gathered that it is a known fact? 

Opponent: Since the terms “meditative” and “scholar” imply 
knowledge, meditativeness becomes already known in the text, 
“having known all about scholarship” (ibid.). Moreover, it is 
obvious that the text, “having known all about meditativeness 
and its opposite, he becomes a Brahmana” (ibid.), does not 
purport to enjoin Brahmanahood, since the term Brahmana had 
ocurred even earlier. Hence just as much as “he becomes a 
Brahmana” is said by way of praise, so also should the sentence 
“he becomes meditative” be a praise (of the strength that comes 
from mediate knowledge), since both have the same form of 
expression.15 

Vedantin : To this we say: 


wenden: TT Fatt aact Freaferq inven 


aeniic-seare-fafe: An injunction is implied about the other 
auxiliary (viz meditativeness), (which is) gffaqy the third, 


“4 Balyena may also mean, “through childlike innocence and purity of 
heart”. Knowledge here means mediate knowledge, which leads to imme- 
diate knowledge, enlightenment. 

* According to the Vedantin, pazditya (scholarship) implies Ssravana 
(hearing), balya (strength coming from knowledge) implies manana, 
consisting in eliminating the idea of impossibility with the help of:reason- 
ing; and 7uni means one engaged in aididbyasana. The Vedantin main- 
tains that a man aspiring for liberation must undertake nididbydsana. The 
Opponent denies this. 
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aq-aa: for one who is possessed of that (knowledge) qayar in 
a case of partial application (to knowledge) fafa-arfe-aq_ like 
the main injunction (being applicable to the subsidiary acts). 


47. In case of a partial application to knowledge by one 
possessed of (imperfect) knowledge, an injunction is implied 
in another auxiliary which is the third; this is like the main 
injunction being applied to the subsidiary acts. 


In the case of meditativeness which leads to enlightenment, 
an injunction has to be admitted as much as in the cases of the 
“strength which comes of knowledge” and “scholarship” on 
account of its uniqueness (of not having been heard elsewhere). 

Opponent: Was it not pointed out that meditativeness is 
already implied by the word scholarship? 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty, since the term “zuni” 
(lit, sage) implies an abundance of knowledge, and it is possible 
to derive the word in the sense of “one who contemplates”. 
Moreover, such usage is met with as, “Among the munis (con 
templative sages) I am Vydasa” (Gita. X. 37). 

Opponent: The word “muni” is seen to refer to the highest 
stage of life (monasticism), as in “the householder’s life, life in 
the teacher’s home, life of a mmmi, and life in the forest”’. 

Vedantin: No, since a different meaning?!® is noticed in such 
usages as “Valmiki, the greatest ni (sage)”. In the text quoted 
above, the word z#umni can be understood to mean the highest 
stage, for it is mentioned along with the others, and monasti- 
cism alone remains to be mentioned after them, and because 
this highest stage of life is distinguished by a predominance 
of knowledge. Hence this “meditativeness” which is a third 
factor counted along with “strength arising from knowledge” 
and “scholarship”, and consists in an abundance of knowledge, 
is enjoined here. And the assertion was made that the injunction 
culminates with “the strength arising from knowledge”, Even 


*° Mauna, according to the opponent means knowledge or monasticism, 
which are spoken of elsewhere, and so need no fresh injunction. The 
Vedantin says: It means excellence of knowledge, which is a new idea 
needing a new injunction. 
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sO we resort to an injunction in the case of meditativeness by 
construing the sentence to mean, “one should become medi- 
tative”; for it is unique. Again, from the fact that meditativeness 
is spoken of as a thing to be acquired, it follows that an injunc- 
tion has to be accepted about it as in the cases of “strength” and 
“scholarship”. 

By “for one possessed of that”, is to be understood, “for the 
monk, possessed of knowledge”. 

Opponent: How is it known that the monk possessed of 
knowledge is meant? 

Vedantin: From the fact that the context deals with him 
(i.e. his competence) as is obvious from, “knowing this very Self 
the Brahmanas renounce!’ the desire for sons, for wealth, and 
for worlds and lead the mendicant’s life” (Br. III. v. 1). 

Opponent: If one has knowledge, the perfection of that 
knowledge follows as a matter of course. So what is the need 
of prescribing meditation? 

Vedantin: It is hence that the aphorist says, “in case of 
partial application”. The idea implied is this: “This injunction is 
made from the point of view of one whose knowledge cannot 
achieve perfection owing to the dominance of dualistic ideas. 
“Like subsidiary injunctions based on the main one”—the idea 
implied is this: As from the (main) injunction like, “one desiring 
heaven should perform the DarSa-Pirnamiasa sacrifice”, the 
subsidiary acts like the lighting of fire etc. are assumed to be 
prescribed (though no clear injunction is discernible), they 
being helpful to the main sacrifice, so also it is admitted that 
meditativeness is prescribed here in this context of knowledge, 
although injunction cannot play any dominant part here.18 

Opponent: When monasticism with its characteristic of 
“strength derived from knowledge” stands there as a stage of 


“After an intellectual comprehension they renounce for complete 
enlightenment: A tonk alone can be fully meditative. 

* The opponent argues: “When a man has known from the scripture 
and reasoning that Brahman alone is real and all duality is unreal, 
the striving for full enlightenment will follow from the aspiration 
itself of the man, so that an injunction about meditativeness is uncalled 
for.” The Vedantin answers: “The topic here is of monasticism and 
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life sanctioned by the Vedas, why should the conclusion have 
been made in the Chandogya text with the householder as the 
last as in, “Having finished his studies and embraced the life 
of the householder, (he attains the world of Brahman)” (Ch. 
VIII. xv. 1). By concluding thus, the Upanigsad displays a 
preference for him. 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist rephes: 


ScerMard Teta: west 


J But Feq-aATatq ON account of its all-inclusiveness 3qq@rv: 
the conclusion (is) afgat with the householder. 


48. But the conclusion is made (in the Chandogya Upanisad) 
with the householder, since be has an all-inclusive life. 


The word “but” is used to make a distinction. The distinct 
feature of the householder is that he has an all-comprehensive 
life. For the scriptures have prescribed for him many duties 
of his own stage of life such as sacrifices, which involve great 
effort, and he has also to practise the virtuous duties of other 
stages, as far as possible, such as non-injury, control of senses, 


etc. Hence it involves no contradiction to end with the house- 
holder. 


Waa a 


sqamrq Since there is injunction aff even gatqry of the 
others (i.e. stages of life) waa like meditativeness. 


49. Since there is injunction even about the others, just as 
much as of meditativeness. 


Just as much as the two stages of life, viz meditativeness (i.e. 
monasticism) and married life, are approved by the Vedas, so 


Sravana etc. are its complements. The unique fact about all of them here 
is that they are causes of enlightenment. And this uniqueness calls for an 
injunction, Although an injunction is unnecessary for one who is already 
enlightened, it is necessary for one whose knowledge has not matured. 
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also are the other two, viz life in the forest and life in the 
teacher’s home. For the relevant text was pointed out earlier: 
“Austerity is the second, and the third is the Brahmacarin living 
in his teacher’s home” etc. (Ch. II. xxiii. 1). Thus because the 
four stages of life are enjoined equally, there is an option of 
belonging to any one of them singly or to all of them succes- 
sively. The plural (rather than the dual number) in the term 
“others (i.e. other stages of life’) indicating the two stages of 
life, occurs because of the variety of their sub-divisions or the 
multiplicity of their adherents. This is how it is to be under- 
stood. 


Topic 15: THe CHILDLIKE STATE 


TUAKPAA AAT MYoll 


(Balya, i.e. the childlike state means behaviour) q 
without display (of parts), aeqare for so it fits in with the 
context. 


50. (The word ‘balya in the Brhadaranyaka means that a man 
of enlightenment should behave like a child) without displaying 
his parts, for so it fits in with the context. 


Doubt: In the text, “Therefore the Brahmana, having known 
all about scholarship (panditya), should try to live a childlike 
life (balyena)” (Br. Ill. v. 1), balya appears as a thing to be 
followed. Now the word bdlya is derived from the word bala 
(child) with the help of a suffix, so that the word means either 
the state of a child or the conduct of a child. But a child’s 
state, meaning a certain age, cannot be achieved at will. So it 
may mean either childlike behaviour like answering calls of 
nature just as they occur or the qualities of guilelessness, free- 
dom from egoism and pride, and the undeveloped state of the 
organs? This is the doubt. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent: The meaning of the word balya is more well 
known in the world as behaving, talking, eating at will, and 
answering calls of nature just as they occur. Hence it is reason- 
able to accept this. 
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Objection: It is not reasonable that he should resort to 
unrestrained behaviour, as that would lay him open to the 
charge of degrading himself through such wilful transgression. 

Opponent : No, since a monk with enlightenment will remain 
free from blemish on the strength of scriptural authority, like 
one in such matters as killing animals (in a sacrifice). 

Vedantin: This being the conclusion, the answer is that it 
cannot be so, since this text can have some other meaning. For 
one should not think in terms of overriding an injunction in 
case one can get something else as the meaning of Dalya that 
does not contradict that injunction. Moreover, an auxiliary 1s 
prescribed for aiding the main factor. The continuance in 
knowledge is the main thing here that has to be practised by 
the monks; and the pursuit of knowledge will cease to be a 
possibility if childlike behaviour be adopted in its totality. Hence 
by the term bdlya is to be understood here some inward state 
of a child such as having immature functional ability etc. That 
fact is referred to by the aphorist in, “without any display”. 
That is to say, without showing himself off by parading his 
wisdom, learning, virtuousness, etc.; he should be free from 
pride, conceit, etc. like a child who, owing to the immaturity 
of his senses, does not try to make a display of himself before 
others. Thus interpreted, the (Upanisadic) text reveals a meaning 
that logically reinforces the main injunction. And thus it has 
been stated by the authors of the Smpftis in, “He is a Brahmana 
whom nobody recognizes either as an aristocrat or a commoner, 
either as well-read or not well-read, either as well-behaved or 
not well-behaved. A man of enlightenment should resort to 
unostentatious behaviour while following his spiritual practices 
in secret. He should roam over the earth like a blind man (not 
attracted by sense-objects), like one benumbed (i.e. without the 
sense of taste etc.), like one who is dumb (i.e. without active 
organs)”, and “without any outer sign and with unostentatious 
behaviour” etc. 


Topic 16: TinteE oF FRUITION oF KNOWLEDGE 


U fenaraseqaafaaeat Fear NYRI 


(The fruition may be) afq even ufgay in this life areqa- 
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sfaarq if there is no obstruction to what (means) is adopted; 
aq-zaratq for so it is seen (in the Upanisads). 


51. The generation of knowledge takes place even in this life 
if there is no obstruction to the means adopted. For this is what 
is revealed (by the Upanisads). 


Doubt: The means of knowledge, both higher and lower, 
have been ascertained under the aphorisms starting with, “And 
all religious duties are necessary on the strength of the Upani- 
sadic sanction of sacrifice etc.” (III. iv. 26). Now the question 
to be considered is whether the knowledge, resulting from 
them, emerges in this very life or sometimes even in a later life. 
What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent : It fructifies here itself. 

Objection : What is the reason? 

Opponent: Because enlightenment is preceded by “hearing” 
etc., and nobody engages in “hearing” etc. with the motive, 
“May enlightenment come to me in the next world”. As a 
fact, however, a man is seen to engage in them with the purpose 
of having enlightenment emerge in the very same life. Sacrifices 
etc. also are helpful to the generation of knowledge through 
the medium of hearing etc., since knowledge is generated by 
its valid means. Hence the birth of enlightenment must occur 
in this very life. 

Vedantin: This being the position, our answer is: “The 
generation of knowledge takes place even in this life if there is 
no obstruction to the means adopted”. The idea implied is this: 
Knowledge is possible even in this life, provided the means 
adopted for enlightenment are not obstructed in any way by 
some other result of past work that fructifies just then. Should 
it, however, be obstructed, the fruition comes in a subsequent 
birth. The fructification of a past act occurs from a (suitable) 
concurrence of space, time, and causation. And there can be no 
such rule that the very same space, time, and causation that lead 
to the fruition of one act, also lead to the fruition of some other 
act, since acts can have opposite results. Moreover, the scriptures 
stop by stating merely that a particular act has a particular 
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result; they do not enunciate also the peculiar space, time, ana 
causation, As a matter of fact, some supersensuous power 
manifests itself with regard to some acts owing to the assiduous 
application of its means, while the power of some other act 
remains arrested under its influence. It is not a fact that a motive 
for rise of knowledge either here or hereafter cannot be enter- 
tained equally, since the motive, “May I get knowledge either 
in this life or the next”, can be held freely. Even when know- 
ledge emerges from “hearing” etc., it arises only after the 
impediments wear away. This is why the Upanisad shows the 
inscrutability of the Self in the text, “Of that (Self) which 1s 
not available for the mere hearing to many and which many do 
not understand, the expounder is wonderful and the receiver 1s 
wonderful, and wonderful is he who knows under the instruc- 
tion of an adept” (Ka. I. ii. 7). And when the Upanisad says that 
Vamadeva realized the state of Brahman even when in his 
mother’s womb (Ai, II. i. 5), it only shows that knowledge 
may emerge in a succeeding birth as a result of practices gone 
through in an earlier life; for a child, in the womb itself, cannot 
possibly undertake any practice that is usually gone through in 
this world. In the Smyti also it is seen that, being questioned by 
Arjuna, “What end does one, failing to gain perfection in Yoga, 
meet, O Krsna?” (Gita, VI. 37), the Lord Krsna says, “For the 
doer of good, O my son, never comes to grief” (Gita, VI. 40); 
then again he speaks of his (i.e. of the fallen Yogin’s) attain- 
ment of virtuous worlds and birth in virtuous families; and then 
in the passage beginning with, “There he is equipped with the 
intelligence acquired in his former body”, etc. and ending with, 
“gaining perfection through many births he reaches the highest 
goal” (Gita, VI. 43-45), Sri Krsna reveals the very same fact. 
Hence the conclusion is confirmed that knowledge arises either 
in this life or a subsequent one depending on the removal of 
impediment. 


Topic 17: LIBERATION 1s UNIFORM EVERYWHERE 


Doubt : \n the case of an aspirant for liberation, who adopts 
the means of knowledge, a rule, applicable to each individually, 
has been discovered to the effect that a distinction, as to whether 
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the resulting enlightenment will occur in this life or a subsequent 
one, is created by the relative assiduousness in the pursuit of 
the practices. Now the doubt arises as to whether there is any 
such rule applicable to the aspirants individually that a distinc- 
tion will be created in the resulting liberation as well in con- 
formity with the superiority or the inferiority of the knowledge 
itself. 
Vedantin : Having that doubt in view the aphorist answers: 


Ua aeneifraraarenayqdatadetaga: Uz 


-afaam: There is no rule with regard to the result 
called liberation vay of this kind, aq-aaeat-aayd: because that 
state has been definitely ascertained (to be the same). 


52. There is no rule of this kind with regard to the result 
called liberation, because that state has been definitely deter- 
mined (to be the same), because that state bas been definitely 
determined (to be the same). 


With regard to liberation, the result of knowledge, there 1s 
no such rule. One must not entertain any misconception of any 
such rule being applicable with individual variation in the matter 
of the resulting liberation. 

Why? 

“Because the Upanisads have definitely ascertained that state 
(to be the same)”. For in all the Upanisads, the state of liberation 
is determined to be uniform in nature, the state of liberation 
being nothing but Brahman Itself. And Brahman cannot be of 
many sorts, since Its characteristic indication is declared to be 
uniform by such texts as, “neither gross nor minute” (Br. III. 
vii. 8), “This Self is that which has been described as ‘Not so, 
not so’” (Br. III. ix. 26), “Where one does not see anything 
else” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1), “All that is in front is but Brahman, the 
immortal” (Mu. II. i. 11), “and all this are the Self” (Br II. 
iv. 6), “That great birthless Self is undecaying, immortal, 
undying, fearless, and Brahman (infinite)” (Br. IV. iv. 25), 
“But when to the knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self, then what should one see and through what?” (Br. 
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IV. v. 15). Moreover, in accordance with some peculiar efficacy 
belonging to the means of knowledge, they may (possibly) 
impart some excellence to knowledge itself, which is their 
result; but they cannot do so to liberation which is the result 
of knowledge. For we said it more than once that liberation 
cannot be a product of anything, it being realized through 
knowledge as a fact eternally present in its own right. For the 
matter of that, there can be no such thing as superioritv, 
constituted by perfection, even in the case of knowledge, since 
an inferior knowledge is no knowledge, the superior one alone 
being so. Hence knowledge can possibly have only such a 
distinction as having arisen late or promptly. But in liberation 
there can be no superiority. Again, unlike the differences in the 
results of karma, the result of knowledge can have no difference 
owing to the absence of any difference in the knowledge itself. 
For unlike karma, knowledge as the means to liberation has no 
difference. But so far as the meditations on the qualified Brahman 
are concerned, as for instance in, “He who is identified with the 
mind and has the subtle body as His body” (Ch. III. xiv. 2), 
they can be different, owing to addition or elimination of attri- 
butes; and hence there can be a difference among their respective 
results, even as in the case of the results of karma. In support 
of this is noticeable an indicatory mark in the text, “The 
aspirant becomes just as he meditates on Him.” Similar also is 
the Smpti text, “There is no such thing as a higher goal for one 
realizing the absolute Brahman, for they speak of difference 
only in cases where qualities obtain”. 

The repetition of “Because that state has been definitely 
determined (to be the same)” indicates the end of this Part. 


CuHapter IV 
PHALA — RESULT 
SECTION I 


Topic 1: REPETITION OF MEDITATION ETC. 


The Third Chapter was mostly occupied with a discussion of 
the practices connected with the conceptions (vidyas) of the 
qualified Brahman and absolute Brahman. Now this Fourth 
will be concerned with a discussion about the results, and it will 
also consider some other matters stemming out of that subject. 
To start with, however, we shall follow through a few sections, 
some special considerations regarding the practices themselves. 

Doubt: We meet with such Upanisadic texts as, “The Self, 
my dear, should be realized—should be heard of, reflected on, 
and meditated upon” (Br. IV. v. 6), “Knowing about this 
(Self) alone, the intelligent aspirant after Brahman should attain 
intuitive knowledge” (Br. IV. iv. 21), “He is to be searched 
after, He is to be desired to be known” (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), and 
so on. The doubt arises with regard to these, whether the mental 
act is to be undertaken once only, or it is to be repeated. What 
should be the conclusion? 

Opponent: Like the performance of the Praydja sacrifice etc. 
the mental act is to be undertaken once only; for the require- 
ment of the scripture is fulfilled by that much alone. Were one 
to resort to repetition, even though not stated by the Upanisad, 
one would be doing something not envisaged by the scripture. 

Doubt: We quoted above the instructions about the repeated 
mental acts as contained in, “should be heard of, reflected on, 
and meditated upon” (By. IV. v. 6), and so on. 

Opponent : Even so, one should repeat only as many times as 
the scripture demands. There should be one hearing, one reflec- 
tion, and one meditation, and nothing more. There can be no 
repetition where the instruction is uttered but once with a “He 
should know” or “He should meditate”. 
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Vedantin: This being the position, we reply: 


TA AASSTTATT 12 


argft: Repetition (is necessary) q-apq wIeaTg the instruc- 
tion having been given more than once. 


1. Repetition is necessary, since the Upanisads instruct 
repeatedly. 


The mental act is to be repeated. 

Why? 

Since the instruction is repeated. Such repeated instruction as 
“should be heard of, reflected on, and meditated upon” indicates 
a repetition of the mental act. 

Opponent: Did we not point out that the repetition should 
be as many times as the scripture demands and no more? 

Vedantin: No, since these have to culminate in the intuitive 
realization of Brahman; for hearing etc. fulfil their purpose of 
producing a (tangible) perceptible result in this case when they 
culminate in realization through repetition, even as husking etc. 
culminate in producing rice etc. Besides, by the word updsana 
(continuous remembrance, adoration) and mididbydsana (pro- 
found meditation) are implied acts involving this aspect of repe- 
tition. It is thus that when in this world somebody follows his 
teacher and others continuously and devotedly, he is referred 
to by such sentences as, “He adores his teacher”, “He adores the 
king”. Similarly by the sentence, “The woman meditates on 
her husband who is on a sojourn”, a woman is referred to who 
is engaged in thinking of her husband constantly and is anxious 
about him. The verbs vid (lit. to know) and wpas (lit. to sit 
near or to meditate) are seen to be used in the Upanisads inter- 
changeably. Sometimes the text starts with vid and ends with 
upas, as for instance in the context starting with, “I speak of 
him also as Raikva who knows what Raikva knew (veda)” (Ch. 
IV. i. 4), where it is said later, “O venerable sir, instruct me 
about the God on whom you meditate (upasse)” (Ch. IV. 
li, 2). Sometimes again the start is made with meditation and 
conclusion with knowledge, as in, “One should meditate on 
the mind as Brahman” (Ch. III. xvi. 1), and “He who knows 
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thus becomes resplendent in fame, prowess, and the brilliance 
arising from the Vedic studies” (Ch. III. xviii. 3). Hence repeti- 
tion has to be resorted to even where the instruction occurs only 
once, while a repeated instruction indicates repetition as a matter 


of course. 
fosra UR 


2. And (this is so) on account of the indicaiory mark. 


The indicatory sign also conveys the idea of repetition. ‘Thus 
it is that after starting with the meditation on the Udgitha, the 
meditation on the Udgitha as the sun is decried as productive 
of a single son. Then in the sentence, “You meditate repeatedly 
on the Udgitha (separately) as the (sun and its) rays” (Ch. I. v. 
11), the text prescribes (by the term paryavartaya—meditate 
repeatedly) the meditation on the multiplicity of the rays for 
getting many sons. Thereby the text indicates that the repetition 
of the mental act is assumed as an established fact. Hence from a 
similarity of this it follows that repetition should be the rule in 
all cases of mental acts. 

The opponent says here: Granted that the mental acts that 
are productive of results may well be repeated when some 
excellence can be produced in them through the repetition. 
But what purpose can be served by the repetition where a 
(single) mental act about the supreme Brahman calls up the 
supreme Brahman which is eternally pure, intelligent, and free 
by nature, and which is identical with one’s own Self? 

Objection : Repetition has to be undertaken, since the realiza- 
tion of the identity of Brahman and the Self does not reasonably 
result from a single hearing. 

Opponent : No, since that will not logically follow even after 
repetition. If the hearing of such texts as “That thou art” (Ch. 
VI. vit. 7) once only does not generate the realization of the 
identity of Brahman and the Self, then how can it be expected 
that even a repetition of that will produce it? Again it may be 
argued that a mere sentence cannot produce the direct percep- 
tion of anything, and hence that sentence, helped by reasoning, 
will produce the realization of the identity of Brahman and the 
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Self. But (even so), this reasoning also may well lead to a per- 
ception of its object after a single application. 

(Objection) : It may also be argued that reasoning and the 
text can only produce a knowledge of the general features of 
the object, but not so of its special features. From such a declara- 
tion as, “I have a pain in the heart”, and from such symptoms 
as the contortion of the body, another person can understand 
in a general way that there is a pain, but he cannot have a full 
experience of the pain like the suffering man. Since an intimate 
knowledge (of this nature) leads to the removal of ignorance, 
the repetition is needed for that purpose. 

Opponent: This cannot be so, since the intimate knowledge 
cannot possibly arise even if that much is done repeatedly. For 
a special aspect that cannot be known from the scripture and 
reasoning at the first instance, cannot be known even after 
resorting to them a hundred times. So whether it be the intimate 
knowledge or the general knowledge that is produced by scrip- 
ture and reasoning, it must be so at the very first application, so 
that repetition has no place. And there can be no such rule that 
nobody can have any intimate knowledge at the very first 
instant, since people who would know have divergent intelli- 
gence. Again with regard to a thing of this world, possessing 
common and peculiar features, there may be scope for repetition 
inasmuch as a man may understand only one feature at one 
attempt and others at subsequent attempts, as for instance in 
reading a long chapter. But it is not reasonable that there should 
be any need of repetition for comprehending Brahman which 
is absolute Consciousness without common and peculiar features. 

To this we (Vedantins) say: Repetition will be unneccssary 
for one who can realize the Self as Brahman after hearing “That 
thou art” once only. But for one who cannot do so, repetition 
is a necessity. Thus it is noticed in the Chandogya Upanisad that 
Uddalaka teaches his son, “That thou art, O Svetaketu” (Ch. 
VI. vuli. 7), and then being requested by his son again and 
again, “O revered sir, explain to me again” (ibid.), he removes 
the respective causes of his (Svetaketu’s) misconceptions, and 
teaches that very fact “That thou art” repeatedly. That very 
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process is referred to by citing the text, “It is to be heard of, 
reflected on, and meditated upon” (Br. IV. v. 6). 

Opponent : Was it not stated that if the text “That thou art”, 
uttered once, cannot bring about a realization of its meaning, 
then it will not be able to do so even when repeated? 

Vedantin : That difficulty does not arise, for nothing is illog- 
ical about facts directly perceived. It is a matter of experience 
that though the meaning may be vaguely apprehended from a 
sentence uttered only once, people understand it fully after 
removing progressively the false ideas standing in the way, 
through a process of sustained consideration. Again, the text 
“That thou art” speaks of the identity of the entity denoted 
by “thou” with the entity denoted by “That”. By the word 
“That” is denoted the Brahman under discussion that is Exist- 
ence, the Witness, and the cause of the birth etc. of the universe 
as is well in evidence in such texts as, “Brahman is Truth, 
Knowledge, and Infinite” (Tai. II. 1. 1), “Knowledge, Bliss, 
Brahman” (Br. III. ix. 28), “This Immutable is never seen, but 
is the Witness, It is never known, but is the Knower” (Br. III. 
vill. 11), “Without birth, decrepitude, death”, “Neither gross 
nor minute, neither short nor long” (Br. III. viii. 8), and so on. 
In these texts, changes like birth etc. that befall all things are 
denied by the words, “without birth” etc. and the properties 
of matter like grossness etc. are denied by the words “neither 
gross” etc. By the words “knowledge” etc. it is stated that 
Brahman is by nature Consciousness and Effiulgence. This 
object called Brahman, which is denoted by the word “That”, 
which is free from all mundane attributes, and which is 
by nature Consciousness, is well known to the people who 
are adepts in the Upanisads. Equally well it has been known 
by them that the inmost Self of the taught (i.e. disciple) is 
the meaning of the word “thou”, which is the seer and the 
hearer, and which is thought of as the inmost entity inhabit- 
ing the sheaths starting from the gross body, and which is 
then ascertained as Consciousness Itself. That being the case, 
the sentence “That thou art” cannot produce a direct realization 
of its own meaning in those people to whom these two entities 
remain obstructed by ignorance, doubt, and confusion; for the 
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meaning of a sentence is dependent on the meaning of the words 
(constituting it). Thus it is that for such people it becomes 
desirable to resort repeatedly to the scriptures and reasoning 
that lead to a clarification of the concepts. Although the Self 
to be realized is partless, still many constituents are superimposed 
on It, such as the body, sense-organs, mind, intellect, perception 
of objects, etc. That being so, one false constituent may be 
discarded at one attempt at comprehension, and another at 
another. In this sense the dawn of a conception in a progressive 
manner becomes justifiable. But even this is only the penultimate 
stage of the realization of the Self. Those of sharp intellect on 
the other hand who have no obstruction like ignorance, doubt, 
and confusion, with regard to the object to be known can 
realize the meaning of “That thou art” even from the first 
utterance, so that a repetition in their case is certainly useless. 
For the knowledge of the Self emerging once for all is able to 
remove ignorance, and no progressive development is admitted 
here. 

Opponent: This may be proper if anybody can have this 
realization thus. As a matter of fact, however, the idea that 
one is subject to sorrowfulness etc. is strong, so that nobody 
can realize the absence of sorrowfulness etc. 

Vedantin: No, since the reasonable position is that the self- 
identification with misery etc. is as unreal as the self-identifica- 
tion with the body etc. For it is a matter of direct experience 
that when the body is cut or burned, one has such false identifi- 
cation as, “I am being cut”, “I am being burnt”. Similarly it is 
seen that when more external objects like sons and friends 
suffer, one superimposes this suffering on oneself by saying, “I 
am suffering”. The self-identification with misery etc. must be 
similar, since like the body etc., miserableness etc. are perceived 
to be separate from consciousness. Besides, this does not persist 
in deep sleep etc., whereas consciousness is present even in sleep 
as stated in, “That It does not see in that state is because, 
although seeing then, It does not see” (Br. IV. iii. 23). Hence 
the realization of the Self means the realization that “I am the 
Self which is one and is characterized as consciousness and 
freedom from all sorrow”. A man who realizes the Self thus 
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can have no other duty. Thus it is that the Upanisadic text 
shows the absence of any duty for a knower of the Self in, 
“What shall we achieve through children, we who have attained 
this Self, this result?” (Br. IV. iv. 22). The Smrti also says, “But 
the man who is devoted to the Self and is satisfied with the Self 
and content in the Self alone, has no obligatory duty’ (Gita, 
III. 17). But to one to whom this realization does not come 
promptly, this very repetition is meant for bringing about the 
realization. Even there, however, the teacher should not distract 
him from the understanding of the sentence “That thou art” in 
order to direct him to mere repetition; for nobody marries his 
daughter to a bridegroom for killing him. So: long as a man 
acts under direction, he must have such ideas opposed to the 
ideas of Brahman as, “I am qualified for this, I am the agent of 
action, and I have to do this”. For the man who is dull of 
intellect and discards the meaning of a sentence just because it 
is not obvious to him, it is admitted that his mind has to be 
fixed on the meaning of that sentence through the process of 
repetition etc. as stated (above). Hence even in the case of the 
knowledge of the supreme Brahman, a repetition of the instruc- 
tions, leading to that knowledge, is necessary. 


Topic 2: IDENTITY OF THE SELF WITH BRAHMAN 


areata qereaier areaier a gn 


q But (the Upanisads) gqa=afeq acknowledge (Brahman) 
efa as areat the Self @ and grgafea make (others) understand 
(It as such). 


3. But the Upanisads acknowledge Brahman as the Self and 
cause It to be so understood. 


The aphorist discusses whether the supreme Self which is 
possessed of the characteristics as presented in the scriptures is 
to be realized as identical with oneself or different from oneself. 

Opponent : When the word Self is heard of in the Upanisads 
as referring to the innermost Self, why should any such doubt 
arise? 
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Doubt: The answer is this: This word “Self” can be takén 
in its primary sense only if the Self and God be non-different, 
otherwise it has to be understood in a secondary sense. That is 
how the aphorist thinks. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent : It is to be understood as different from ‘Tl (one- 
self). For the entity, possessed of such qualities as not being 
blemished by sin and so on, cannot be understood to be possessed 
of the opposite qualities; and the entity, possessed of the opposite 
qualities, cannot be understood to be possessed of the qualities 
of not being blemished by sin and so on. The entity, possessed 
of the attributes of being free from sin and so on, is the supreme 
Lord, while the entity, possessed of the opposite attributes, 1s 
the embodied soul. Now, if God becomes identical with the 
transmigrating soul, God will cease to exist; and as a result, 
the scriptures will become useless. Similarly if the transmigrating 
soul becomes God, there will be none to follow the scriptures, 
which will certainly become useless. This will also contradict 
such means of proof as common experience. 

Objection: Even though there be difference, one has to resort 
to the idea of identity on the authority of the scriptures, just as 
one has to think of Visnu in images etc. 

Opponent: This may well be so if it pleases you; but then 
you must not lead us to admit that God is the Self of the 
transmigrating being in the primary sense. 

To this we (Ved@ntins) say that the supreme Lord is of course 
to be realized as one’s Self. Thus it is that the Jabalas, while 
speaking of the supreme Lord, present Him as identical with 
the Self in, “O blessed Deity, I indeed am Thee, and Thou 
indeed art me, O Deity”. Similarly also the other texts like “TI 
am Brahman” (By. I. iv. 10) are to be understood as postulating 
the identity of the Self with Brahman. As a matter of fact, the 
Vedic texts make us understand God as our very Self, as for 
instance, “This is your Self that is within all” (Br. III. iv. 1), 
“This is the internal Ruler, your own immortal Self” (Br. IIL. vis. 
3), “That is Truth, that is the Self, and That thou art” (Ch. VI. 
Vili. 7). 

As for the argument that on the analogy of an image being 
Visnu, this is only a meditation with the help of an image 
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(which in this case is “I”), that is improper, since that would 
amount to a figurative interpretation (of the texts about unity). 
It is also improper because the syntactical forms of the passages 
are different. Where the intention is that a symbol should have 
an idea superimposed on it, a sentence occurs only unilaterally, 
as for instance, ‘““The mind is Brahman” (Ch. III. xviii. 1), “The 
sun is Brahman” (Ch. III. xix. 1). But here the Opanisad says, 
“fam Thee, and Thou art me”. Hence identity is to be under- 
stood from this kind of texts that are dissimilar to those dealing 
with symbols. Moreover, the dualistic conception is condemned, 
as in, “While he who worships another God thinking, ‘He is 
one, and I am another’, does-not know” (Br. I. iv. 10), “He 
goes from death to death who sees difference as it were in It” 
(Br. IV. iv. 19), “All ousts one who knows it as different from 
the Self” (Br. IV. v. 7); and there are many other Upanisadic 
texts of this kind which denounce the dualistic conceptions. 

It was argued that the two things of opposite characteristics 
cannot be identical with each other. That is nothing damaging 
as the reasonable position is that the opposition in characteristics 
is unreal. 

And it is a false argument that God will cease to be so, 
because one has to accept scriptural authority and because such a 
position is not held by us. For we do not admit that the scrip- 
tures speak of God Himself as the transmigrating soul. 

What do you admit then? 

We hold that the scriptures aim at establishing the identity 
of the transmigrating soul with God Himself by removing from 
the soul all vestiges of transmigration. From this point of view 
it becomes affirmed that God is possessed of the characteristics 
of being untouched by sins etc., and that the opposite charac- 
teristics of the soul are unreal. 

The criticism is also unfounded that no one will be left over 
to practise the Vedantic path and that direct perception etc. will 
be outraged. For the transmigratory state is conceded before 
enlightenment, and the activities like perception are confined 
within that state only, because texts as this, “But when to the 
knower of Brahman everything has become the Self, then what 
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should one see and through what?” (Br. II. iv. 14), point out 
the absence of perception etc. in the state of enlightenment. 

Opponent: In the absence of perception etc. the Vedas also 
will cease to exist. 

Vedantin: That is no defect, since that position is admitted 
by us. For according to the texts starting with, “In this state the 
father is no father” and ending with “The Vedas are no Vedas” 
(Br. IV. iil. 22), we do admit the absence of the Vedas them- 
selves in the state of enlightenment. 

Opponent : Who is it then that has this unenlightenment? 

Vedantin: We say that it is you yourself who ask thus. 

Opponent : Is it not stated by the Upanisad that I am God? 

Vedantin : If that is so, you are already an enlightened man, 
and so nobody has unenlightenment. Hereby is also refuted the 
criticism of some people who say that the Self becomes asso- 
ciated with a second entity owing to the very presence of 
nescience, so that non-dualism becomes untenable.! Hence one 
should fix one’s mind on the Self which is God. 


Topic 3: No SELF-IDENTITY WITH SYMBOLS 


Doubt : Some meditations based on symbols are presented thus: 
“One should meditate about the mind as Brahman. This is on 
the corporeal plane. Then is the meditation on the material plane. 
One should meditate about space as Brahman” (Ch. III. xvii. 1); 
similarly, “The sun is Brahman. This is the instruction” (Ch. 
Hil. xix. 1), “He who meditates about name as Brahman” (Ch. 
VII. 1. 5). With regard to these meditations with the help of 
symbols the doubt arises whether self-identification should be 
resorted to or not even in these cases. What should be the solu- 
tion here? 

Opponent : It is logical that one should identify oneself with 
those symbols as well (thinking thus: “I am the symbol which 
is Brahman’’). 

Why? 

Because Brahman is familiar in the Upanisads as the Self and 


*\Nescience is indeterminate and hence ceases to exist on the rise of 
enlightenment. 
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the symbols also are forms of Brahman. -.Since these symbols are 

modifications of Brahman and are hence Brahman Itself, there- 

fore it is but reasonable that they should be the Self (of all). 
To this we (the Vedantins) say: 


a sale a fe a ui 


aq Not (self-identification) saya in the symbol fg because 
a: he (the aspirant) q (does) not (comprehend thus). 


4, (The aspirant is) not to identify (himself) with a symbol, 
for be cannot understand himself to be so. 


One should not fix the idea of the Self on symbols, because 
an aspirant cannot think of the separate symbols as himself. The 
reasoning is hollow that the symbols being forms of Brahman 
are Brahman Itself, and hence are the same as the Self; for thac 
would lead to the brushing away of all symbols. For it is only 
when the names etc. are deprived of their transformed states (as 
names etc.), that one arrives at Brahman which is their essence. 
But when names etc. as such are done away with, how can they 
become symbols and how can there be any self-identification? 
It cannot also be argued that since Brahman is the Self, we can 
have a meditation involving self-identification wherever an 
injunction about contemplation on Brahman occurs; for (in 
meditation) the idea of agentship still remains intact. Brahman is 
taught to be identical with the individual Self after eliminating 
all mundane characteristics like agentship etc. from the latter, 
whereas meditation is prescribed without eliminating these. From 
this fact also that the aspirant and the symbols are equally limited 
entities, self-identity (with symbols) is not a possibility; for a 
rucaka and a svastika, (which ,are both different kinds of gold 
ornaments), cannot be identical. But should the aspirant and 
the symbols be the same from the point of view of their 
Brahmanhood, just as much as the two ornaments are from the 
standpoint of being gold, then we have already showed the 
difficulty that the symbols will cease to exist (as such). Hence 
one is not to identify oneself with a symbol. 
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Topic 4: SUPERIMPOSITION OF THE HIGHER ON THE LOWER 


With regard to those very instances another doubt arises. 
Should the ideas of the sun etc. be superimposed on Brahman 
or should the idea of Brahman be superimposed on the sun etc.? 

Why should the doubt arise? 

Because no reason is discernible for these being placed in 
apposition (with the same case-endings). Here we find the word 
Brahman placed in apposition with the words sun etc., the same 
case-endings being used in the texts, “Adityo brabma”, “Prano 
brabma’, “Vidyud brabma”, and so on. But this apposition does 
not quite fit in here on account of the divergent meanings of 
the words dditya (sun), brabma (Brahman), etc. For there can 
be no such apposition (between a cow and a horse) as would be 
implied in “The cow is horse (i.e. the cow that is a horse)”. 

Objection: Just as clay and a plate (made of clay) can be 
placed in apposition (the latter being a modification of the 
former), so also can be placed Brahman and the sun etc., they 
being related as the material cause and its modifications. 

Doubt: The answer is that it cannot be so, since from such 
an apposition (meaning identity) with the material cause, the 
modified thing will lose its individuality, and that will lead to 
an elimination of symbols, as already pointed out. Moreover, in 
that case, this will amount to a mere statement about the supreme 
Self, so that the scope for meditation will be effaced, and the 
mention in the Upanisad of a limited (i.e. selected) number of 
modifications (of Brahman) will be meaningless. Hence it is a 
case of superimposing the idea of one thing on another, as 
in sentences like “The Brahmana is the Vaisvanara fire”. That 
being so, the doubt arises as to what is to be looked upon as 
what. 

Opponent : Such being the case, there can be no definite deci- 
sion, because no scriptural text is in evidence to help a decision. 
This is how it has to be accepted. Or we can rather decide that 
the very ideas of the sun etc. are to be superimposed on 
Brahman; for it is thus that Brahman becomes adored (i.e. medi- 
tated upon) by being looked upon as the sun and the rest; and 
the conclusion of the scripture is that the worship of Brahman 
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is productive of fruits. Hence the sun and the rest are not to be 
looked upon as Brahman (but rather Brahman is to be looked 
upon as these). 

Vedantin: This being the conclusion, we say: 


ACRHT WM 


(The sun etc. are to have) a#@-efg: the idea of Brahman 
superimposed (on them) yenata because of the (consequent) 
exaltation. 


5. The sun etc. are to be looked upon as Brahman because of 
the consequent exaltation. 


The idea of Brahman Itself is to be superimposed on the sun 
and the rest. 

Why? 

On account of the exaltation; for thus the sun and the other 
things will come to be looked upon as raised in status, because 
of the superimposition on them of an exalted idea. Thus also will 
be honoured the custom in ordinary life, according to which the 
inferior one is to be fancied as the higher, as is evident in 
honouring a king’s charioteer as the king himself. For it will not 
lead to any good result if the king be lowered in estimation by 
being looked upon as the charioteer. That should be the method 
of. approach here as well, for a contrary approach will lead to 
evil. 

Opponent : No possibility of evil should be apprehended here 
since there is the sanction of the scripture; and the scriptural 
views are not to be regulated by common norms. 

Vedantin : To this the answer is that this would be so in a case 
where the meaning can be ascertained; but when the meaning of 
the scripture is in doubt, it is nothing unbecoming to take the 
help of the canons of ordinary life for arriving at a decision. If in 
accordance with this the scripture is ascertained to mean the 
superimposition of the exalted status, it is but obvious that one 
will merely court evil by superimposing the idea of the lower 
or the higher. Now, because the words sun (dditya) etc. occur 
first, their primary meanings have to be accepted, for that creates 
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no difficulty. And while the intellect remains occupied with 
these words in their primary senses, the word Brahman makes 
its appearance in these sentences at a later stage. But since the 
word Brahman, in its primary sense, cannot stand in apposition 
with the sun etc., the only remaining conclusion that stands 
affirmed is that the intention here is to prescribe the super- 
imposition of the idea of Brahman. Besides, from the use of the 
word iti (meaning “as”) after Brahman (in ddityam brahbma iti 
upasita), this very meaning becomes appropriate. Thus it is that 
the Upanisad everywhere uses the word Brahman with an iti 
after it in such sentences as, “Brahma iti adesab”, “Brahma iti 
upasita”, “Brabma iti upaste’?, and so on, while the words 
Gditya (sun) etc. are used by themselves. From this it follows 
that as in the sentence “Suktikawi rajatam iti pratyeti—He per- 
ceives the nacre as silver”, the word suktika (nacre) denotes the 
nacre itself, while the word rajata (silver) denotes an appearance 
of silver by a figure of speech, meaning thereby that the man 
has merely a cognition of silver, though in fact there is no silver, 
so in the present case we understand that one has to look upon 
the sun etc. as Brahman. Again by using the accusative case 
(after dditya etc.) in the complementary portion, the Upanisad 
shows that the sun etc. are the objects of the verb “to meditate”, 
as in: “He who having known thus meditates about the sun as 
Brahman—sa ya evam vidvian ddityam brabma iti upaste” (Ch. 
Ill. xix. 4), “He who meditates about the organ of speech as 
Brahman—yo vacam brabma iti upaste”’ (Ch. VII. ii. 2), “He 
who meditates about resolve as Brahman—yab sankalpam 
brabma iti upaste” (Ch. VII. iv. 3). 

As for the assertion that the meditation on Brahman Itself is 
to be preferred here for the sake of acquiring the result, that is 
untenable, since according to the above reasoning, the sun etc. 
are themselves known as the objects of meditation. But the result 
will of course be ordained by Brahman in these cases just as 
much as in the cases of the service to the guests and so on, for 
Brahman 1s the ordainer of everything. This fact was elaborated 


2“The instruction is, ‘It is as Brahman’”, “It should be meditated on 
as Brahman”, “He who meditates as Brahman”. 
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under the aphorism, “From Him are the fruits of action, since 
that is reasonable” (III. ii. 38). The very fact that the idea of 
Brahman is superimposed on the symbols is a worship of 
Brahman, just as much as the imagination of the images as Visnu 
and others is the worship of those deities, 


Topic 5: SUBORDINATE PARTS OF RITES AS THE SUN ETC. 


Doubt: Certain meditations occur in connection with the 
auxiliaries of rites as found in such texts as, “Meditate on the 
sun, that shines yonder, as Udgitha” (Ch. I. iii. 1), “Meditate on 
the worlds as the fivefold Sama” (Ch. II. ii. 1), “Meditate on 
speech as the sevenfold Sama’? (Ch. II. viii. 1), “This (earth) 
indeed is R&, fire is Sama” (Ch. I vi. 1), and others. With regard 
to these the doubt arises as to whether the ideas of Udgitha etc. 
are to be superimposed on the sun etc. or the Udgitha etc. are 
to be viewed as the sun etc. 

Opponent: The conclusion to be arrived at here is that either 
of the two things can be done indiscriminately, since nothing 
occurs there to decide in favour of either of them. No one is 
understood here as having any special exaltation like Brahman. 
It is possible to understand that Brahman is more glorified than 
the sun etc., It being the origin of the whole universe and 
possessed of the attributes of being free from sin etc. But since 
the sun, the Udgitha, and other things are all equally the modi- 
fications of Brahman, nothing can be understood (in those 
contexts) as elevating any one of them above the rest. 

Or it may be that the ideas of the Udgitha etc. are ever to be 
superimposed on the sun etc. 

Why? 

Because Udgitha etc. constitute the rites, and because the rites 
are well known as meant for yielding results. The sun etc., when 
meditated on by viewing them as the Udgitha etc. will become 
part and parcel of the rites and will thus produce their results 
(as a part of the results of the rites themselves). Thus it is that 
in the text starting with, “This (earth) indeed is R&, fire is 
Sama” (Ch. I. vi. 1), the earth is alluded to by the word Rk, and 
fire by the word Sama in, “That Sava is established on this Rk” 
(ibid). This becomes consistent if the earth and fire are sought 
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to be looked upon as Rk and Sama, but not so if Rk and Sama 
are intended to be viewed as the earth and fire (respectively). 
The word king comes to bear a figurative sense when it is 
applied to his charioteer, but the word charioteer is not thus 
applied to the king. Moreover, from the sentence, “Meditate on 
the fivefold Sama (as existing) among the worlds (lokesu)” 
(Ch. II. 11. 1), it is obvious that the Sa is to be superimposed 
on the worlds as they are pointed out to be the locus (by the 
use of the locative case-ending—in lokesw—after worlds): The 
text, “This Gayatri Sama is established among the prauas” (Ch. 
II. xi. 1) only confirms this view. In such sentences as, “The 
sun is Brahman—this is the instruction” (Ch. III. xix. 1), the 
idea of Brahman, coming later, is superimposed on the sun etc. 
occurring earlier, And in such Upanisadic texts as, “The earth 
is hinkara”’ (Ch. II. ii. 1), the earth etc. occur earlier, while 
hinkara etc. occur later. Hence the ideas of the auxiliaries of 
the rites are to be superimposed on the sun etc. which are non- 
auxiliaries. 
Vedantin : To this we reply: 


sifacaianarargs SUG: Wel 


@q And arfacq-arfe-aazg: the ideas of the sun etc. (are to be 
superimposed ) ae on the subsidiary part (of rite) saga: for 
that is reasonable. 


6. And the ideas of the sun etc. are surely to be superimposed 
on the subsidiary parts of the rites, for that is reasonably main- 
tainable. 


The ideas of the sun etc. are of course to be superimposed 
on such subsidiaries as Udgitha etc. 

Why? 

On account of reasonableness. For it is but reasonable that 
when Udgitha etc. become sanctified by being looked upon as 
the sun etc., the rites become more fruitful. This is owing to 
the proximity of (parts like) Udgitha® to the unseen poten- 


* Udgitha, sanctified by being looked upon as the sun, leads to a better 
result, but the sun, looked upon as the former cannot do so; the sun is 
not a part of the rite. 
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tial results of the rites. The text, “Whatever is done with 
knowledge, faith, and meditation becomes more fruitful” (Ch. 
I. i. 10) shows that knowledge leads to an enhancement of the 
potency of the rites. 

Opponent: This may be so in the cases of those meditations 
which are calculated to enhance the efficiency of the rites. But 
what about those meditations that have independent results as 
mentioned in the texts beginning with, “He who having known 
this thus, meditates about the worlds as the fivefold Sama” (Ch. 
II. it. 3), and others? 

Vedantin : Since these meditations are to be undertaken by 
those who are already qualified for the relevant rites, it is proper 
on the analogy of the milking pot* to assume even in their case 
that the result emerges in association with the result of the rite 
in question. And the sun etc., standing for the results of the 
rites, are logically more elevated than the Udgitha etc. consti- 
tuting the rites; for the Upanisads mention the world of the 
sun and such other worlds as the results of rites. Besides, the 
Udgitha itself is presented as the thing to be meditated on in 
the texts, “Meditate on Udgitha as the letter Om” (Ch. I. i. 1), 
“Up to this is explained the glory of the letter Om” (Ch. I. 1. 
10). After presenting it thus as the entity to be meditated on, 
it is enjoined that it should be viewed as the sun etc. 

The argument was advanced that when the sun etc. are medi- 
tated upon with the ideas of the Udgitha etc. superimposed on 
them, they will become constituents of an act and will thus 
produce results. That is untenable, because the meditation itself 
is an act and can reasonably produce a result. Moreover, the 
Udgitha and the rest do not cease to be the auxiliaries of rites 
even when viewed as the sun and other things. In the portion 
of the text, “On this RR is established this Saza’’> (Ch. I. vi. 1), 


‘A sacrificer who wants cattle should bring the water in a milking pot 
when he is already engaged in some specific sacrifice. This getting of 
cattle is not an independent result, nor the bringing of water an inde- 
pendent act. The act produces its result in association with the result of 
the main sacrifice. So also here. 

*The whole passage is: “This (earth) itself is Rk, fire is Sama; thus 
on this Rk is established Sama; therefore they sing the Sama as established 
on Rk” (Ch. I. vi. 1). 
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it is only in a figurative sense that the earth and fire are called 
Rk and Sama. In a figurative use a word conveys some sense 
varying as far as possible between the senses proximate to and 
remote from its primary sense. Now in that passage (“This 
indeed is R&, fire is Sama” etc.), although the intention is that 
the Rk and Sama should be viewed as the earth and fire, still it 
is definitely understood that (in the portion “On this R& is 
established this Sama”) the words Rk and Sama are used to 
imply the earth and fire themselves because these latter are 
connected with R& and Sama. This is so understood because the 
well-known Rk and Sama are spoken of separately (in “There- 
fore they sing the Sama as established on Rk”, so that if Rk and 
Sama be meant in the earlier portion “On this R& is established 
this Saza’’, it will involve a repetition), and because the earth 
and fire occur in their proximity (in the still earlier first portion 
“This (earth) indeed is Rk, fire is Samma’’). Even the word 
charioteer cannot be prevented from denoting the king figura- 
tively when by some reason it can come near enough to the 
king (as for instance, when the king himself drives the chariot). 
Moreover, the sentence, “This (earth) itself is Rk—iyam eva 
rk” (Ch. I. vi. 1) indicates from its very construction that the 
Rk is to be looked upon as the earth; for if the earth were to 
be looked upon as the Rk, the form of the sentence would have 
been, “iyam rk eva—the Rk, itself is this”. Besides, the text, “He 
who having known thus sings Sama’ (Ch. I. vii. 7), only con- 
cludes a meditation based on an auxiliary, and not one based on 
the earth. Similarly in the text, “Meditate on the fivefold Sama 
(as existing) among the words” (Ch. II. ii. 1), though the word 
world is used in the locative case (lokesu), still the worlds are 
to be superimposed on the Sama, since the word Sama is used 
in the accusative case, thereby indicating that it is the object 
of meditation. For Sama becomes meditated on as the worlds 
when the worlds are superimposed on it, while a reversal of 
this leads to the worlds becoming meditated on as Sama.® Hereby 
(i.e. on the ground that one case-ending alone is to be changed) 


*The opponent’s explanation involves a change in the case-ending of 
both; ours involves a single change (in Jokesu, but not in sama). 
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is also explained the text, “This Gdyatra Sama is fixed on the 
pranas” (Ch. II. xi. 1), (where Gdyatra has the nominative case 
and prana the locative). Where two words are used equally in 
the accusative case, as in “Atha khalu amum Adityam sapta- 
vidham sama upasita—Then meditate on this sevenfold Sama as 
the sun” (Ch. II. ix. 1), even there the sun is to be superimposed 
on the Sama, since the topic that is started with is the meditation 
on Sama, as is evident from, “It is good indeed to meditate on 
the Sama as a whole” (Ch, II. i. 1), “Here ends the meditation 
on the fivefold Sama, then starts that on the sevenfold Sama” 
(Ch. II. viii. 1). And since it is gathered from this very text that 
the Sama is to be meditated on, the idea of the earth etc. are to 
be superimposed on itkara etc. even when the construction of 
the sentence is different, as in “prthivi hinkarab—the earth is 
hinkara” (Ch. II. ii. 1). Hence the conclusion is that the ideas 
of the sun etc., which are not the auxiliaries of rites, are to be 
superimposed on the Udgitha etc. which are the auxiliaries of 
rites. 


Topic 6: MEDITATION IN A SITTING PosruRE 


AMT: AAA iol 


(Mental adoration is to be pursued) atatq: while in a sitting 
posture a@Fwag since (it is) possible (in that way only). 


7. One should adore mentally while having a sitting posture, 
since it is possible in that way alone. 


The consideration about the requisite posture etc. does not 
arise with regard to the mental adoration or meditation 
(upasana) connected with the auxiliaries of rites, since that 1s 
regulated by the rites themselves. Again, this question does not 
crop up in a context of full enlightenment because knowledge 
is determined by the reality itself. But with regard to other kinds 
of uwpdasana one has to consider whether one should meditate in 
a sitting, standing, or lying posture just as one likes, or always 
in a sitting posture. 

Opponent : Now since an wpasana is a mental act, the conclu- 
sion is that there can be no rule about posture. 
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Vedantin: Hence the aphorist says that one should adore 
(mentally) in a sitting posture alone. 

Why? 

Since it is possible in that way alone. Updsana consists in 
setting up a current of similar thoughts; and that is not possible 
for one while walking or running, because movement etc. 
disturb the mind. Even for a standing man, the mind remains 
busy about keeping the body erect, so that it is not able then 
to look into subtle things. A man lying on the ground may 
suddenly fall asleep. But for a sitting man, innumerable troubles 
of this kind are easy to avoid, so that upasana becomes possible 
for him. 


CaTaTS WS 


8. And because of (the possibility of) concentration (in that 
way ). 


Moreover, the meaning of the term concentration is this, 
namely the setting up of a continuous stream of sithilar thoughts. 
The verb “to concentrate” is applied figuratively to one having 
his limbs relaxed, gaze fixed, and mind concentrated on a single 
object, as in such sentences as, “The heron has its mind con- 
centrated”, “The woman who has her lover in exile has her 
mind fixed (on him)”. This proceeds easily for one in a sitting 
posture. Hence also upasana is to be undertaken by one when 
seated. 


HAVA AAET wei 


q And a qeq from the standpoint of aTqecay motionlessness. 


9. And (meditativeness is attributed) from the standpoint of 
- motionlessness. 


Furthermore, in such sentences as, “The earth is in meditation 
as it were” (Ch. VII. vi. 1), the assertion of meditation in the 
cases of the earth etc. is made from the standpoint of motion- 
lessness alone. That also is a sign that updsana is to be undertaken 
by a man when seated. 
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catia AF Noll 


10. Moreover, they mention (this) in the Smrtis. 


Moreover, the worthy people mention this in such Smyrti 
passages as “Having established his seat firmly in a clean place” 
(Gita, VI. 11). It is because of this that the sitting postures like 
padmasana (\otus-seat) are prescribed in the books on Yoga. 


Topic 7: No RESTRICTION OF PLACE 


TARA TAA We VI 


aq Wherever watqat concentration (is possible) ay there 
(one should meditate) afaerarq because of the absence of 
specification. 


11. Meditation is to be undertaken wherever the ntind gets 
concentrated, because there is no specification. 


The doubt arises about the direction, place, and time, as to 
whether there is any regulation about them or not. Now some- 
body may think that since in the Vedic rites the directions etc. 
are noticed to be well determined, the case must be similar here 
as well. 

The answer (of the Vedantin) to such a one is being given. 
The regulation about direction, place, and time is concerned 
only with that much regarding them as conduces to meditative- 
ness. One should meditate facing any direction, in any place, at 
any time that leads to one’s concentration of mind easily. Unlike 
the regulations fixing the eastern direction, forenoon, and a 
place sloping down to the east, and so on, as met with in the 
cases of rites, no such specific regulation is mentioned in the 
Upanisads; while the one thing desirable is that one should 
always have concentration of mind (while engaged in uwpdsanda). 

Opponent : Some Upanisads prescribe even specific rules as in, 
“One should concentrate one’s mind on the supreme Self by 
taking shelter in a windless cave or such other places as are 
level and clean, free from pebbles, fire, and sand, free from 
noise, remote from busy places like water ponds or public sheds, 
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and at the same time pleasing to the mind but not oppressive 
to the eyes” (Sv. II. 10). 

Vedantin : True, there are directions like that. But taking for 
granted these directions, the aphorist advises like a friend that 
with regard to the details of these matters there is no hard and 
fast rule. And the phrase “pleasing to the mind” in the above 
quotation only shows that the place can be anywhere that is 
conducive to concentration. 


Topic 8: MEDITATION TILL DEATH 


Doubt: Under the first topic it was established that repetition 
is to be welcomed in all cases of contemplation. Among them, 
those contemplations that are meant for complete enlightenment 
can well be understood to have a limit to their repetition, inas- 
much as they end with the object aimed at, as is seen in the 
process of husking paddy (which stops with producing rice). 
When the result, consisting in full enlightenment, is achieved, no 
other effort can be prescribed, since a man goes beyond the 
domain of scripture when he realizes the oneness of the Self 
with Brahman. But with regard to those meditations which have 
in view some fruit of the nature of secular prosperity this doubt 
arises: Should one stop after revolving the idea in one’s mind 
for a certain time, or should one do so for life? What would 
be the conclusion then? 

Opponent : One should give up the meditation after revolving 
the idea in one’s mind for a certain time, since thereby is fulfilled 
the requirement of the texts enjoining the practice of repeated 
meditation. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say: 


arate fe Te we 


at-sraure Up till the moment of death fg for aw afa even 
then gy it is seen (to happen in the scripture). 


12. (Meditation is to be repeated) up till the moment of death, 
for it is noticed in the scriptures that it is done so even then. 
One shall contemplate on the idea repeatedly till the moment 
53 
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of death, because the acquisition of the unseen potential result 
of action is dependent on the final contemplation on the idea. 
For even the fruits of past actions which are destined to produce 
a result enjoyable in a subsequent birth, arouse at the time of 
death a pattern of consciousness replete with the thoughts 
conforming to that, as is known from such Upanisadic texts as, 
“Then the soul has consciousness of the fruits in the form of 
impressions that it has to experience, and it goes to the next 
body which is the fruit associated with that consciousness” (Br. 
IV. iv. 2), “Together with whatever world (i.e. result of 
action): he had in mind (at the time of death) he enters into 
Prana. Prana in combination with Ud4ana and in association with 
the soul leads him to the world desired by him” (Pr, Ill. 10). 
This is so also because of the illustration of grass and a leech 
(Br. IV. iv. 3). What other pattern of consciousness can these 
ideas have at the time of death apart from their repetition just 
as they are? Hence those ideas are to be revolved in the mind 
till death, which are nothing but a contemplation of that very 
result which is to be achieved. Thus it is that a Vedic text shows 
the repetition of the idea at the time of death: “The resolves 
with which that man departs from this world” (S. B. X. vi. 3.1). 
To this effect occurs the Smrti passage also: “Remembering 
whatever object at the end he leaves the body, that alone is 
reached by him, O son of Kunti, because of his constant thought 
of that” (Gita, VIII. 6), “at the time of death, with the mind 
unmoving” (Gita, VIII. 10). And “He shall think of these three 
at the time of death” (Ch. III. xvii. 6) shows the last duty that 
remains to be done at the time of death. 


Topic 9: KNOWLEDGE DEsTROYS ALL RESULTS OF ACTIONS 


The topics left over from the Third Chapter are ended. Now 
arises some consideration regarding the result of the knowledge 
of Brahman. 

The doubt crops up as to whether after the acquisition of 
the knowledge of Brahman, its opposite result, viz sin, is removed 
or not. What would be the conclusion? 

Opponent : Since work is done for some result, it cannot be 
obliterated without producing its result; for from the Vedas it 
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is gathered that action has the innate power of ensuring its 
result. If the work should be destroyed even before its fruit is 
experienced, the Vedas will lose their validity. In the Smrti also 
we have, “For the results of work are not destroyed”. 

Objection : In that case the prescription of expiation becomes 
useless. 

Opponent: That is no defect, because acts of expiation are 
to be classed with occasional rites’ like the sacrifice occasioned 
by one’s house being burnt. Moreover, as the acts of expiation 
are prescribed as a consequence of the commission of some guilt, 
that may as well conduce to the removal of that guilt. But the 
knowledge of Brahman is not prescribed in that way. 

Objection: Unless it is admitted that the results of past 
actions are washed away for the knower of Brahman, he will 
have to experience the results of those actions as a matter of 
course, so that there will be no liberation. 

Opponent: The answer is in the negative, for just like the 
results of actions, liberation comes out of an adequate combina- 
tion of place, time, and causation. Hence a man is not absolved 
of his sins by acquiring the knowledge of Brahman. 

Vedantin : To this we reply: 


aafara Gaara Tae AAA 130 


aq-afaaray On the realization of that (Brahman), (there occur) 
ae a-faaqrat non-attachment and destruction (respectively) 


sat-ga-aaay: of the succeeding and earlier sins qq-eqqeaTq 
because it is declared so. 


13. On the realization of That, there occur the non-attach- 
ment and destruction of the subsequent and previous sins re- 
spectively, because it is declared so. 


When That, viz Brahman, becomes realized, then come the 
non-attachment of subsequent sins and the destruction of the 
earlier ones. 

Why? 


*So an expiation does not absolve a man of his sins. 
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“Because it is so declared” (in the scriptures). Thus it 1s 
declared in the course of dealing with the knowledge of 
Brahman that a future sin that might be expected to arise in 
the usual way does not arise in the case of a man of knowledge: 
“As water does not stick to a lotus leaf, even so sin does not 
contaminate a man possessed of this knowledge” (Ch. IV. xiv. 
3). So also the destruction of the past accumulated sins is declar- 
ed in, “Just as the fluffy tip of a reed placed in fire burns away 
completely, similarly all his sins are burnt away” (V. xxiv, 3). 
Here occurs another declaration about the destruction of the 
results of work: “When the Self which is both high and low 
is realized, the knot of the heart gets untied, all doubts become 
solved, and all one’s actions become dissipated” (Mu. II. ii. 8). 

It was argued that on the assumption that the results of works 
get destroyed even before being experienced, the purport of the 
scripture will be distorted. But that creates no difficulty; for we 
do not mean to deny the power of works to produce their 
results. That remains just as it is. But we assert that this power 
is arrested by other factors like knowledge etc. The scripture is 
committed to the existence of the power of work, but not to 
the existence or non-existence of opposing factors. Besides, the 
Smrti texts, “For the results of work are not destroyed”, is only 
a general rule; for the potential result of work does not get 
destroyed except through experience, inasmuch as it is meant 
for that. As a matter of fact it is desired that sin should be 
dissipated by expiation etc. as it is stated in such Vedic. and 
Smrti texts as, “He gets over all sins’, “A performer of the 
Asvamedha sacrifice, as also a man possessed of this knowledge, 
gets over the sin of killing a Brahmana” (Tai. A. V.- iii. 12.1). 

And it was said that the expiatory rites are to be classed with 
the occasional rites (occasioned by certain circumstances; and 
hence that they cannot wash away the sins). But that is wrong. 
Since the expiatory rites are prescribed in connection with 
certain commissions, they may well have the destruction of 
the resulting sins as their effect; and hence it is improper to 
infer some unseen potency for them (as in the case of occasional 
rites). Again, it was argued that unlike expiatory rites, know- 
ledge is not enjoined for dissipating sins. With regards to this 
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we say: In the case of meditations on the qualified Brahman, 
such injunctions are surely in evidence. And in the comple- 
mentary portion of these it is stated that the meditator gets 
superhuman powers and cessation of sin as his reward. Since 
there is nothing to show that these two results are not intended 
to be indicated, it can be ascertained that those meditations lead 
to the acquisition of divine powers after the eradication of sins. 
But as regards contemplation on the absolute Brahman, though 
there be no such prescription, still it ‘can be concluded that the 
burning away of the results of past karma is the effect of the 
realization that the Self is free from all actions. 

By the term non-attachment the aphorist implies that the 
knower of Brahman has no idea of agentship whatsoever with 
regard to the actions occurring in future. Although the man 
of knowledge appeared to have some ownership of the past 
works on account of false ignorance, still owing to the cessation 
of false ignorance through the power of knowledge, those works 
also are washed away. This fact is stated by the term destruc- 
tion. The knower of Brahman has this realization: “As opposed 
to the entity known before as possessed of agentship and experi- 
encership by its very nature, I am Brahman which is by nature 
devoid of agentship and experiencership in all the three periods 
of time. Even earlier I was never an agent and experiencer, nor 
am I so at present, nor shall I be so in future.” From such a 
point of view alone can liberation be justified. For on a contrary 
supposition—if the results of works flowing down from eternity 
continue unhampered in their course—there can be no libera- 
tion. Besides, liberation, unlike the results of work, cannot be 
produced by a concurrence of place, time, and causation, since 
that would make it impermanent. It is also unreasonable that 
the result of knowledge (which is really immediate) should be 
mediate (as the opponents’ theory implies). Hence the conclu- 
sion is that sin becomes dissipated when Brahman is known. 


Topic 10: No REMNANT OF VIRTUE EVEN 


Under the previous topic it was ascertained on the authority 
of the scriptures that when knowledge dawns, it causes the 
non-attachment and destruction of all potential results of 
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works that are naturally calculated to cause bondage. But a 
doubt may arise that the virtuous deeds do not come into 
conflict with the knowledge arising from the scriptures, since 
they also originate from the same source. Taking this doubt 
into consideration, the reasoning of the previous topic is being 
extended here with a view to dispelling it. 


SAAT FT: TA T UI 


gazeq Of the other (i.e. of virtue) aff also vqq in this way 
aaa: there is no contact; q surely (liberation comes) ad 
when (the body) falls. 


14. In the very same way there is no attachment of the other 
(ie. of virtue) as well. Liberation nmust follow as soon as the 


body falls. 


To the man of knowledge occur the non-attachment and 
destruction “of the other as well’, of virtue also, as of sin itself. 

Why? 

Since that may put obstacles in the path of the fruition of 
knowledge; for that (virtue) too is productive of its own result. 
In the Upanisadic texts like, ““He conquers both of them” (Br. 
IV. iv. 22), the destruction of virtue, just as much as of vice, 
is declared, since the destruction of action consequent on the 
realization of the Self that is not an agent occurs equally in the 
cases of both virtuous and vicious acts, and since the Upanisad 
speaks of the destruction of all works without any exception 
in “and all one’s actions become dissipated” (Mu. II. ii. 8). Even 
where the single word vice is used, the word virtue is also to be 
understood, because its result is inferior to that of knowledge. 
Moreover, in the Upanisad itself occurs the word vice to convey 
the idea of virtue as well. Thus in the sentence, “Day and night 
cannot reach this barrage (which is the Self)” (Ch. VIII. iv. 
1), virtue is introduced along with vice; then it is said, “All 
sins desist from It (the Self)” (ibid.),§ thereby using the word 


®The full text is, “Now then, that which is the Self is a barrage that 
holds apart, so that the worlds may not get mixed up. Day and night 


IV.1.15] BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA 839 


sin (vice) to indicate virtue as well without any distinction. In 
“pate tu”, the word tz (lit. but) is used to imply emphasis. The 
text emphasizes the fact that since virtue and vice, causing 
bondage, are thus shown to become separated and destroyed by 
the power of knowledge, liberation must come to the man of 
enlightenment when his body falls. 


Topic 11: Past ACCUMULATED RESULTS ARE DESTROYED 


Under the previous topic it was ascertained that virtue and 
vice are destroyed by knowledge. Now it 1s being discussed 
whether that destruction occurs indiscriminately with regard to 
all the virtues and vices that have begun or have not begun to 
yield their fruits, or they occur specifically with regard to 
those virtues and vices that have not begun to yield fruits. Now 
since in the Upanisadic texts like “He conquers: both of them” 
(Br. IV. iv. 22), no specification is met with, the destruction 
may occur indiscriminately to all. That being the possibility, 
the aphorist refutes by saying. 


TASTH Us F Ta Taga: Aull 


q But cl (the) past (two) aarest-mtgy which have not 
begun to produce results vq alone (are destroyed) aq -eae: 
for that (death) is set as the limit of waiting for that liberation. 


15. But only those past (virtues and vices) get destroyed 
which have not begun to bear fruit, for death is set as the limit 
of waiting for liberation. 


After the acquisition of knowledge, those virtues and vices 
that have not begun to yield their fruits and that were accumul- 
ated in earlier lives or even in this life before the dawn of know- 
ledge are alone destroyed, but not so are those destroyed whose 
results have already been partially enjoyed and by which has 
been begun this present life in which the knowledge of Brahman 
arises. 


cannot reach this barrage, nor old age and death and sorrow, nor virtue 
and vice. All sins desist from It, since this is the world of Brahman 
unafflicted by sin.” 
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How is this known? 

Because the text, “He lingers so long only as he is not freed 
from the body; then he becomes free” (Ch. VI. xiv. 2), shows 
that liberation is put off till the death of the body. Were it not 
so, the text would not have spoken of any waiting till the death 
of the body. For one would then attain liberation immediately 
after the acquisition of knowledge inasmuch as there would be 
no reason for his continuing in the body after all the works are 
annihilated by knowledge. 

Opponent: If this realization that the Self is not an agent 
annihilates all results of work by its own intrinsic power, how 
can it demolish only some leaving behind others? For when the 
same kind of contact is present between fire and some seeds, it 
cannot be held that some of the seeds will lose their power of 
germination while others will not. 

Vedantin: The answer is: It cannot be that knowledge can 
arise without the help of some residual results of actions that 
have begun to bear fruit. And when it is granted that knowledge 
is based on that medium (viz the body produced by the residual 
results), it is but natural that knowledge has to wait (for its 
result) till the acquired momentum of that medium exhausts 
itself out as in the case of a wheel of a potter; for there is 
nothing to stop it in the intervening period. As for the know- 
ledge of the Self as the non-performer of any act, that destroys 
the results of works by first sublating false ignorance. This false 
ignorance, even when sublated, continues for a while owing to 
past tendencies like the continuance of the vision of two moons.® 
Furthermore, no difference of opinion is possible here as to 
whether the body is retained (after knowledge) for some time 
or not by the knowers of Brahman. For when somebody feels 
in his heart that he has realized Brahman and yet holds the body, 
how can this be denied by somebody else? This very fact is 
elaborated in the Upanisads and the Smrtis in the course of 
determining the characteristics of “the man of steady wisdom” 
(sthitaprajnma—Gita, I]. 54), Hence the conclusion is that only 


°For a man who had suffered from eye-disease, the false idea may 
persist for some time even after the defect is removed. 
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those virtues and vices are washed away by knowledge which 
have not begun to bear fruit. 


Topic 12: AGNIHOTRA ETC. 


afrgrnfa ¢ acaratia agatarg ee 


q But aftagra-arta Agnibotra etc. aq-rata are conducive 
to that result va surely aq-aeratq for so it is revealed. 


16. But Agnibotra etc. conduce to the very same result, for 
so it is revealed (in the Upanisads). 


The conclusion arrived at about the non-attachment and 
destruction of sin in the case of the man of knowledge was 
extended to the non-attachment and destruction of virtue as 
well. Lest it be inferred that this extension covers all kinds of 
virtue, it is being refuted by the aphorism, “But (daily) Agmi- 
hotra etc”. The word “but” refutes the misconception. The 
obligatory daily duties like Agzibotra, enjoined in the Vedas, are 
meant for that very result. The idea is that their result is the 
same as that of knowledge. 

How can this be so? 

From such Upanisadic texts as, “The Brahmanas seek to know 
It through the study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity, and aus- 
terity” (Br. IV. iv. 22). 

Opponent: Since knowledge and works produce divergent 
results, they cannot reasonably have the same result. 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty; for just as curds and 
poison, known to produce fever and death respectively, become 
tasteful and nourishing when mixed with sugar and mantra, 
similarly (religious) work also, when associated with knowledge, 
may lead to liberation. 

Opponent: Since liberation has no beginning, how can it be 
said to be an effect of work? 

Vedantin ; That objection is hollow, since work helps from a 
distance (i.e. indirectly) in producing the result. As work leads 
gradually to knowledge, it is said by courtesy to lead to libera- 
tion itself. Accordingly, the statement that knowledge and work 
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produce the same result refers to the work that had preceded 
knowledge, for the knower of Brahman can have no such rite 
as Agnibotra etc. after enlightenment, because as a result of the 
realization of the unity of the Self with Brahman that cannot 
be the object of any injunction, the man of enlightenment has 
walked out of the pale of scriptures. But so far as meditation on 
the qualified Brahman is concerned, a subsequent performance 
of Agnibotra etc. is possible, since the agentship for such a 
meditator remains intact. Even so, when these are performed 
without any motive and hence have no separate result, thev 
can well be associated with meditation. 

Opponent: Well then, to what action does this statement 
about the non-attachment and destruction of the results of works 
refer to? And to what action does this Vedic assignment (of 
results to friends, foes, and others) refer to as stated in the fol- 
lowing sentence found in a certain branch of the Vedas: “His 
sons inherit his wealth; the friends acquire the merits; and the 
foes get the demerits” (Kau. I. 4)? 

Hence the aphorist replies: 


ANF ARITA: Il 


aa: Apart from these yar another action aff also fg 
certainly (exists) wayrq according to some people; (the assign- 
ment to friends, foes, and others refers to this); gwar: accord- 
ing to both (Jaimini and Badarayana). 


17. Besides these, there is also another kind of (good) action 
with regard to which some people (make the assignment), 
according to both Jatmini and Badariyana. 


Apart from these obligatory rites like Agnibotra etc. other 
good works surely exist that are performed with a motive for 
results. Of these, the appropriation has been indicated bv 
people of a certain (branch of the Vedas) in, “The friends 
acquire the merits” etc. And by saying, “In the very same way, 
there are non-attachment and destruction of the others (i.e. 
virtues) as well” (B. S. IV. i. 14), the non-attachment and de- 
struction of these very works have been ascertained. Thus both 
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the teachers Jaimini and Badaradyana agree in accepting the view 
that this kind of works, done with a desire, do not help in the 
generation of knowledge. 


Topic 13: Rrres UNACCOMPANIED BY MEDITATION 


Doubt: Under the topic just finished it has been well estab- 
lished that when the obligatory duties like Agmihotra etc. are 
done for the purpose of getting liberation by one aspiring for 
it, they become the cause of exhausting the accumulated sins, 
and thereby the cause for purifying the mind. Becoming in this 
way contributory to the realization of Brahman, which leads 
to liberation, they come to have the same result as the know- 
ledge of Brahman itself. Now these Agmibotra etc. may be 
performed along with meditations that are based on the 
auxiliaries of rites or without them. For from the following texts 
we know that Agzihotra etc. can be done either separately or 
along with meditation: “One who possessed of such knowledge 
makes a sacrifice”, “One who possessed of such knowledge pours 
the oblation”, “One who knowing thus chants the hymn”, “One 
who knowing thus sings’, “Therefore one should select a man 
possessed of this knowledge as (the priest called) Brahma, and 
not one who is ignorant of this” (Ch. IV. xvii. 10), “With that 
Om both perform rites—the one who knows and the one who 
does not” (Ch. I. i. 10). Now the point to be considered is 
whether Agmihotra and other rites, not just as they are but as 
associated with meditation, become the cause of knowledge to 
an aspirant for liberation and thus come to produce the same 
result as knowledge, or such rites do so, equally without distinc- 
tion, either by themselves or in association with knowledge. 

Why does this doubt crop up? 

Since in the text, “They seek to know it through sacrifice” 
(Br. IV. iv. 22), the rites like Agnibotra are heard of without 
any reservation as the causes of knowledge, and since Agnibotra 
etc. when associated with meditation are known to acquire a 
special advantage. What should be the conclusion then? 

Opponent: Rites like Agnibotra etc. when associated with 
meditation can alone become helpful to the knowledge of the 
Self, but not so those that are devoid of meditation. For a man of 


844 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA [IV.i. 18 


knowledge is known to have an advantage over the man without 
knowledge from such Upanisadic texts as, “He who knows as 
above conquers further death the very day he makes that offer- 
ing” (Br. I. v. 2), and from such Smpti texts as, “Endowed with 
which wisdom, O son of Prtha, thou shalt break through the 
bonds of karma” (Gita, II. 39), “Work with desire is verily far 
inferior to that performed with the mind undisturbed by the 
thoughts of results, O Dhanafjaya” (Gita, II. 49). 
Vedantin : This being the position, the aphorist explains: 


aay faertfa fe nes 


“aq-tq Whatever (is done) fagagr with knowledge”— fq 
this text fg surely (shows this). 


18. The Upanisadic text, “whatever is done with knowledge” 
surely indicates this. 


It is true that Agzibotra and other rites when associated with 
meditation are better than the Agzibotra etc. not associated with 
meditation, just as much as a learned Brahmana is better than a 
Brahmana without learning. Even so, Agnibotra and other rites 
are not absolutely useless when they are not associated with 
meditation. 

Why? 

Since in the Upanisadic text, “They seek to know It through 
sacrifice” (Br. IV. iv. 22), the rites like Agnibotra etc. are heard 
of without any reservation as the means of knowledge. 

Opponent : Since it is known that Agwibotra etc. when asso- 
ciated with meditation have a distinct advantage over those 
without meditation, it is but proper to say that Agmibotra etc. 
when unassociated with meditation are not conducive to 
knowledge. 

Vedantin: That is not so. It is rather proper to think that 
since Agnihotra etc., when associated with meditation, acquire 
a certain distinction owing to the presence of meditation, there- 
fore they have just a special efficacy in producing knowledge, 
while it is not so in the case of mere Agnibotra etc. that are not 
similarly associated; from that, however, one cannot conclude 
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that Agnibotra etc., heard of in a general way in the text, “They 
seek to know through sacrifices”, as auxiliaries of knowledge, are 
not their auxiliaries. For the passage which declares, “Whatever 
one does along with knowledge, faith, and meditation, becomes 
more efficacious” (Ch. I. i. 10), speaks of the rites like Agni- 
hotra etc. as becoming “more efficacious” in producing their 
own results when they are associated with their own medita- 
tions; it thereby shows that the very same Agmibotra etc. have 
at least some efficacy in producing their results even when not 
in association with meditation. The efficacy of a rite consists in 
its being able to fulfil its own purpose. Hence the conclusion is 
this: The obligatory rites like Agmihotra etc., both as associated 
and unassociated with meditation, that were undertaken either in 
this life or the previous life before the dawn of knowledge, with 
a view to attaining liberation by one who hankers after it, 
become the destroyers as far as possible of the accumulated 
sins that stand in the way of the realization of Brahman. Thus 
indirectly they become the cause of the realization of Brahman 
Itself, so that in collaboration with such proximate causes of 
enlightenment as hearing, reflection, faith, meditation, devoted- 
ness, etc., they come to have the same result as the knowledge 
of Brahman has. 


Topic 14: ExperigENCE OF THE ACTIVE MERIT AND DEMERIT 


atta feaat aafacat seq gen 


q But erqfacat exhausting yqzt the other two ¥fiq through 
experiencing (them) arqee one merges in Brahman. 


19. But the (enlightened) man merges in Brahman after 
exhausting the other two, (viz merit and demerit that have 
started fruition), by experiencing (their results in the present 


life). 


It has been said that the virtues and vices that have not begun 
yielding their results get annihilated through the power of 
knowleage, But from the texts like, “He has to tarry so long as 
the body does not fall, and then he merges (in Brahman)” (Ch. 
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VI. xiv. 2), “Being but Brahman, he is merged in Brahman” (Br. 
IV. iv. 6), it is known that the other virtues and vices that have 
already begun to fructify are exhausted through experiencing 
the results, and then the aspirant becomes Brahman. 

Opponent: May it not be that on the analogy of seeing two 
moons, the dualistic vision will persist even when the body falls 
just as much as that vision continues as long as the body lasts 
even after full enlightenment? 

Vedantin: No, since there is no reason for this, That the 
dualistic vision lasts before the fall of the body is because of 
the need of exhausting the remaining portion of (the result of 
active virtue and vice) through experience. But here after death 
there is no such factor present. 

Opponent : May not other outstanding virtues and vices pro- 
duce newer experiences? 

Vedantin: No, since their seeds are burnt away. For other 
outstanding results of works can produce a fresh body after the 
death of the present one only when they have false ignorance to 
prop them up. But that false ignorance has been burnt away by 
full enlightenment. Therefore it is but proper that when the 
effect already produced wears away, liberation comes inevitably 
to the man of knowledge. 


SEcTION II 


Topic 1: AT DEATH THE ORGANS MERGE IN MIND 


Temata sraregecra 1211 


ave Speech (merges) qafa in the mind STAT because it is 
so perceived @ and eal from scriptural statement. 


1. The (function) of the organ of speech merges in the mind 
(at the time of death) for so it is seen, and so the Upanisads say. 


Now before introducing the path of the gods, meant for arriv- 
ing at the result of the inferior meditations (i.e. on the qualified 
Brahman), the aphorist first speaks of the order of the departure 
(from the body) as taught by the scriptures. He will say later 
that the departure is similar for both the man who has the 
knowledge! (of the qualified Brahman) and the man who has 
not. Thus occurs the Upanisadic text about death, “O amiable 
one, when this man is about to die, his speech is withdrawn into 
the mind, the mind into the vital force, the vital force into fire, 
and fire into the supreme Deity” (Ch. VI. vii. 6). 

Doubt : Now the doubt arises as to whether the above passage 
speaks of the entry into the mind of the organ of speech together 
with its functions or of the entry of the functions alone. 

Opponent: While under this doubt, the conclusion that can 
be drawn is that the organ of speech itself enters into the mind; 
for thus would (the proper sense of) the passage be honoured, 
while otherwise one would have to resort to a figure of speech. 
Whenever a doubt arises about the literal or figurative meaning 
of a text, the literal one has to be accepted and not the figurative. 
Hence the withdrawal here is of the organ of speech itself into 
the mind. 


* Although the text speaks of “vidvan”, Anandagiri takes it in the sense 
of a meditator on the qualified Brahman, while Ratnaprabba uses the 
term “upasaka—meditator” as its synonym. 
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Vedantin: This being the position, we say that the functions 
alone of the organ of speech are withdrawn into the mind. 

Opponent : How is this interpretation about the withdrawal 
of the functions of the organ of speech arrived at when the 
teacher’s (i.e. aphorist’s) statement is, “Speech goes into the 
mind”? 

Vedantin: This is true, but later he will state, “The parts 
(i.e. the organs of the enlightened man), merged in Brahman, 
become non-distinct from It on the authority of the scriptures” 
(IV. it. 16). Hence it is understood that what is meant here is 
merely the cessation of the functions (of all in general). If, 
however, the merger of the organ of speech itself be meant, then 
since the non-distinction is the same everywhere (for the enlight- 
ened and the ignorant), why should the aphorist make a separate 
mention of it (in the case of the enlightened) by saying, “non- 
distinct” (in IV. ii. 16)? So the intended meaning here being the 
cessation of the functions of the organ of speech, the idea con- 
veyed is that the functions of the organ of speech become 
withdrawn even while the functions of the mind continue. 

How can this be so? 

Because it is seen to be so. For it is a matter of experience 
that the power of speech stops earlier even while the power of 
the mind still continues. Not that the withdrawal of the organ 
of speech together with its functions into the mind can actually 
be seen by anybody. 

Opponent: On the strength of the Vedic text it can be 
asserted that what is spoken of here is the merger of the organ 
of speech into the mind itself. 

Vedantin : The answer is given by saying, no, since that is not 
its material cause. A thing can merge into what its material 
cause is, as for instance an earthen plate into earth. But there is no 
valid proof to show that the organ of speech originates from the 
mind; whereas the engagement of the functions in activity or 
their disengagement is seen to be based on something that may 
not be the material cause. For instance, the activity of fire, which 
is of the nature of light and heat, (tejas) may originate from 
fuel which is by nature earth, and it may get extinguished in 
water. 
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Opponent: On such an interpretation, how will the Upa- 
nisadic text, “Speech is withdrawn into the mind” (Ch. VI. viii. 
6) be reconciled? 

Vedantin: That is why the aphorist says, “and so the Upa- 
nisads say” (in a figurative sense that is not antagonistic to 
reason). The idea implied is that the Upanisadic text fits in 
with this interpretation according to which the organ and its 
functions are understood to be the same in a figurative sense.” 


Fa UF TA AaVAT UW! 


~ And aq: wa for the same reason gaff all (the functions 
of all the organs) aq follows (i.e. get merged in the mind). 


2. And for the same reason all the functions of all the organs 
get merged in the mind. 


In the text, “Therefore one who gets his light extinguished 
(or heat cooled off) attains rebirth together with the organs that 
enter into the mind” (Pr. III. 9), we hear of the entry of all 
the organs without exception into the mind. Since even here, 
“for the same reason” (as in the foregoing aphorism), viz that 
just like the organ of speech, the organs of sight etc. are seen 
to lose their functions even when the mind continues to be 
active, and since it is not possible that the organs as such can 
merge in the mind, and since the Upanisadic text also fits in thus, 
therefore the conclusion is that it is in the sense of the cessation 
of their functions alone that all the organs get withdrawn into 
the mind. Although there is no exception to this withdrawal of 
all the organs into the mind, the separate mention of the organ 
of speech (in the first aphorism) is in accordance with its men- 
tion in, “Speech is withdrawn into the mind” (Ch. VI. viii. 6). 


Topic 2: Mino MERGES IN PRANA 


Doubt: It 1s well understood that in the text, “Speech is 
withdrawn into the mind”, what is intended to imply is the 
withdrawal of the functions. Now, as regards the succeeding 


*The literal sense being impossible, a resort to a figure of speech is 
quite logical. 
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text, “The mind into the vital force” (Ch. VI. viii. 6), is it the 
withdrawal of the functions alone that is meant here as well, or 
is ic the withdrawal of the possessor of the functions? 

Opponent: When under such a doubt, the conclusion should 
be that the withdrawal of the possessor of the functions is meant 
here, since this view is supported by Upanisadic texts and since 
the vital force can well be the material cause of the mind. Thus 
we have, “O amiable one, the mind is derived from food (ie. 
earth), food is derived from water” (Ch. VI. v. 4), where the 
scripture mentions the mind as originating from food and food 
from water. There occurs also the Upanisadic text, “And water 
created food” (Ch. VI. ii. 4). So to say that the mind merges 
in the vital force is the same as to say that food itself merges 
in water; for food is mind, and water is the vital force, since a 
material cause and its transformations are the same. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say, 


AAA: TT SAT Ul 


T] That qa: mind (merges) gy} in the vital force SAM as 
(revealed) in the subsequent (text). 


3. That mind merges in the vital force as is revealed in the 
subsequent text. . 


From the subsequent portion of the text (cited above) it is to 
be understood that when this mind merges in the vital force, 
it does so through (the absorption of) its functions alone togeth- 
er with the functions of the external organs that are withdrawn 
into it. Thus it is that when a man wants to sleep or is about to 
die, the activities of the mind are seen to cease even while the 
function of the vital force, consisting in its vibration (respira- 
tion), still persists. Besides, the mind as such cannot merge into 
the vital force, since that is not its material source. 

Opponent: Have we not shown that the vital force is the 
material cause of the mind? 

Vedantin : That is not valid, for it is not logical that the mind 
should merge into the vital force in accordance with the above 
ratiocination. For even so, the mind would have to be absorbed 
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into food (i.e. earth), food into water, and the vital force too 
into water. But even from such a standpoint no proof can be 
adduced to show that the mind originates from water trans- 
formed into the vital force. Hence the mind as such does not 
get absorbed into the vital force. It was also shown earlier that 
the text can fit in even if the merger of the functions is meant, 
for the functions and the possessor of the functions are figura- 
tively understood to be the same. 


Topic 3: PRANA MERGES INTO THE SOUL 


Doubt: This much has been established that the functions of 
one entity can be withdrawn into some other entity that 
is mot its material cause, but not so can the entity itself be 
absorbed. Now with regard to the text, “the vital force into 
(tejas) fire’ (Ch. VI. viii, 6), the consideration that arises is 
whether the function of the vital force is withdrawn into fire, 
just as the text literally implies, or is it withdrawn into the soul 
that is the master of this cage formed by the body and sense- 
organs? 

Opponent: As to that, the vital force should get absorbed 
into fire, since the meaning of a Upanisadic text cannot be laid 
bare to doubts and because it is improper to imagine something 
not heard of. 

Vedantin: This being the position, the aphorist explains: 


MSM TSH: vil 


aq: That (Préna) aeqe (merges) into the presiding entity 
(ie. the Self) aq-sara-atfeeq: because of such facts as ap- 
proaching that. 


4, That one (i.e. the vital force) is (known to be) withdrawn 
into the ruler (t.e. the individual Self) from such facts as 
approaching that (Self at the time of death). 


“That one”, the vital force that is being considered, subsists 
in “the ruler”, in the (individual) Self identified with the intel- 
lect and having ignorance, past works, and past experiences as 
Its limiting adjuncts; that is to say, the activities of the vital 
force remain chiefly concerned with It. 
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How is this known? 

“From such facts as its approaching that Self.” For thus it is 
that another Upanisadic passage shows in a general way how all 
the pranas (organs) without exception approach the ruler, “All 
the organs approach the departing man at the time of death 
when breathing becomes difficult” (Br. IV. iii. 38); and in the 
text, “When it departs, the vital force follows” (Br. IV. iv. 2), 
it is specially shown how the vital force, having five functions, 
follows the ruler; and in the text, “When the vital force departs 
all the organs (pra@uas) follow” (ibid.), it is shown how the 
other pranas follow the vital force. Besides, by showing in the 
text, “Then the Self remains equipped with the organs of 
knowledge” (ibid.), that the ruler has consciousness inside, it is 
made clear that the vital force, with the sense-organs merged in 
it, subsists in that soul. 

Opponent: Since the Upanisad declares, “The vital force is 
withdrawn into fire” (Ch. VI. vill. 6), how can an erroneous 
meaning be asserted by saying that it goes to the ruler? 

Vedantin: That creates no difficulty, since in such activities 
as leaving the body, the soul plays the dominant part and any 
special point stated in other Upanisads has to be taken into 
account. 

Opponent : How then is the Upanisadic text to be explained 
that the vital force is withdrawn into fire (tejas)? 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist says, 


ANY AAA: UM 


(The soul stays) yagq among the elements aq-9a: that 
being so declared in the Upanisads. 


5. The soul comes to stay among the elements, it being so 
declared by the Upanisads. 


On the authority of the text, “The vital force is withdrawn 
into fire’, it is to be understood that this ruler, associated with 
the vital force, exists amidst the subtle elements that are asso- 
ciated with fire and constitute the seed of the body. 

Opponent : But that text shows the existence of the vital force 
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in fire, and not of the existence of the ruler, accompanied by 
the vital force, in fire. 

Vedantin : That is no defect, since in the aphorism, “That one 
is merged in the ruler’, 1t has been pointed out that the ruler 
also is to be understood as having been mentioned by the 
Upanisad in between the vital force and fire; for one, who 
having gone from Srughna to Mathura, proceeds then to 
Pataliputra, may well be said to have proceeded from Srughna 
to Pataliputra. Hence the text, “The vital force is withdrawn 
into fire” is to be understood to mean that it is the ruler (i.e. 
soul) itself, associated with the vital force, that continues to 
stay amidst the subtle elements which are the associates of tejas 
(fire).3 

Opponent: Since fire alone is mentioned in the text, “The 
vital force is withdrawn into fire”, how can it be asserted that 
the ruler exists amidst the elements which have fire as an asso- 
ciate? 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist says, 


avatar aaradt fe vei 


qa Not usferq in a single one fg for zaqq: both show 
(otherwise). 


6. (The soul does) not (come to stay) amidst a single element, 
for both (the Upanisads and Smrtis) show otherwise. 


It is not a fact that at the time of the soul’s desire to attain a 
new body it exists in the midst of a single element, viz fire, for 
the gross body is seen to be formed of many elements. The 
question and answer also reveal this in the passage starting with, 
“Do you know how water comes to be called man when the 
fifth oblation is poured?” (Ch. V. iii. 3). That fact was explained 
under the aphorism, “On account of water being constituted by 
three elements, the soul goes enveloped by all of them, though 


5So “fire” actually means the subtle elements, or rather the subtle body, 
where the sou! subsists, as also does Prana through its existence in the 
soul. 
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water is mentioned because of its preponderance” (B. S. III. i. 
2). The Upanisadic and Smrti texts also point to this. The 
relevant Upanisadic text runs thus: “That Self is identified with 
... earth, water, air, space, and fire” (Br. IV. iv. 5). The Smrti 
text is, “All this in the universe emerges, as of yore, along with 
the five subtle elements that are indestructible” (Manu, I. 21), 
and so on. 

Opponent: With regard to the time when the soul wants to 
acquire a new body after the organs of speech etc. are with- 
drawn, another Upanisadic passage starts with the sentence, 
“Where is the man then?” (Br. III. 11. 13), and then decides 
that the soul rests on the results of past works (karma) in the 
text, “What they mentioned there was only karma, and what 
they praised there was also only karma” (ibid). 

Vedantin: As to that the answer is: The subject dealt with 
there is the emergence of bondage which is constituted by the 
senses and sense-objects, called the grabas (i.e. perceivers) and 
atigrabas (i.e. impellers of the perceivers—i.e, objects of percep- 
tion) and which is determined by past works. In this sense it is 
said that the soul rests on karma (work). But the subject dealt 
with here is the creation of a fresh body from the materials, viz 
the elements. In this sense it is said that it rests on the elements. 
Besides, by using the word “praise” in the other text (i.e. 
Brhadaranyaka) a mere predominance of karma is shown there, 
and it is not that any other resting place is also negated thereby. 
Hence there is no contradiction. 


Topic 4: DEPARTURE OF THE ENLIGHTENED AND THE 
UNENLIGHTENED 


Doubt: Is this departure from the body the same for the 
enlightened and the unenlightened persons? Or is there any dis- 
tinction? 

Opponent : When under such a doubt, the conclusion that can 
be arrived at is that this departure has got a distinction, inasmuch 
as this departure occurs in conjunction with the subtle elements, 
and it is for rebirth that the elements are resorted to. Moreover, 
there can be no rebirth for the enlightened man, for the 
Upanisad declares that the man of knowledge attains immortal- 


IV. ii. 7] BRAHMA - SOTRA - BHASYA 855 


ity. Hence this departure is related to the unenlightened man 
alone. 

Objection: Since this discussion occurs in the scripture under 
the topic of knowledge, this must be about the man of know- 
ledge. 

Opponent: No, since this departure is described there as a 
fact already known (or a matter of natural occurrence) just like 
sleep etc. Just as even in a context of knowledge, sleep etc., 
occurring to all creatures, are described in such texts as, “When 
a man comes to be known as ‘He sleeps’ ” (Ch. VI. viii. 1), “When 
he comes to be known as ‘He wants to eat?” (Ch. VI. viii. 3), 
“When he comes to be known as ‘He wants to drink’” (Ch. 
VI. villi. 5); and this is done so because this is helpful to the 
comprehension of the subject being explained but not for 
describing the man of knowledge as possessed of such distinc- 
tions; similarly this departure from the body that is common 
to men in general is being described in order to establish the 
fact that the supreme Deity in which the fire of the departing 
man merges is the Self and that “Thou art That’. Besides, this 
departure is denied in the case of a man of knowledge in, “His 
organs do not depart” (Br. IV. iv. 6). Therefore this departure 
is of the unenlightened man alone. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say. 


TAT AACA ATTTTST tW9H 


q And (the mode of departure is) qatar the same ay-afa- 
STHATY up to the beginning of the path; w and ayqcqy the 
immortality (is relative) aqqtsq without burning ignorance. 


7. And the mode of departure (at the time of death) is the 
same (for the knower of the qualified Brabiman and the ignorant 
man) up to the beginning of the path (of the gods); and the 
immortality (that is spoken of ) is the one that is attained without 
burning ignorance. 


It is but proper that the departure as described in such texts 
as, “Speech is withdrawn into the mind” (Ch. VI. viii. 6), should 
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be “the same for the knower and the ignorant” upto the point 
where they start for their respective separate paths; for this is 
spoken of without any distinctive specification. The ignorant 
man moves on, resting on the subtle elements constituting the 
seed of the next body and under the impulsion of his past 
works, for the sake of fresh experiences in a new body. But the 
man of knowledge pursues the path through the nerve (passing 
out of the crown of the head‘ and) lighted up by knowledge 
and leading to liberation. This fact is stated in the aphorism by 
saying, “Up to the beginning of the path (of the gods)”. 

Opponent: The enlightened man has to attain immortality, 
which does not depend on going from one place to another; so 
how can there be any resort to the elements and the commence- 
ment of a path? 

Vedantin: As to that, the answer is that this immortality is 
relative for the man whose blemishes have not been totally burnt 
away—for one who wants to attain a relative immortality by 
virtuc of his knowledge of the qualified Brahman without com- 
pletely burning away his ignorance. In such a case both reliance 
on the elements and the commencement of a path are possible. 
For the sense-organs cannot move without something to rest on. 
Hence there is no fault. 


Topic 5: RELATIVE MERGER OF FIRE FTC. 


Doubt : It has been ascertained in accordance with the context 
that the meaning of the text, “Fire gets withdrawn into the 
supreme Deity” (Ch. VI. viii. 6), is that the fire of the dying 
man, which is under consideration, gets merged in the supreme 
Deity along with the ruler, the vital force, the assemblage of 
sense-organs, and the other elements. Now it is being considered 
what this merger actually is. 

Opponent: As to that, the conclusion arrived at is that the 
merger is absolute and of the thing itself in‘ its entirety; for 
that is the reasonable position inasmuch as the Deity is its 
material cause. For it has been established earlier that the 


‘The ignorant move through the other inferior nerves—this is the 
difference. 
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supreme Deity is the material cause of all things that are born. 
Hence this attainment of identity is absolute and complete. 
Vedantin: To this we say. 


aatla: AASAGeMT us 


That (group of elements—fire and the rest) (continues) 


ar-adia: till final release qarz-sqqeatq for there is declaration 
of the transmigratory state (till then). 


8. That group of elements (counting from fire) continues till 
complete liberation; for there is a declaration of the continuance 
of the transmigratory state till then. 


“That”, the group of subtle elements counting from fire that 
supplies the basis for the organs of hearing etc., “continues till 
complete liberation”, till liberation from the transmigratory state 
as a result of full enlightenment; for the state of transmigration 
is described thus (for the ignorant alone): “Some souls enter the 
womb for acquiring bodies and others follow the motionless in 
accordance with their (past) works and in conformity with 
their knowledge” (Ka. II. it. 7). On a contrary supposition all 
would become Brahman in an absolute sense, since at the time 
of death their limiting adjuncts would become extinct. In that 
case all scriptures of injunction would be useless, as also all 
scriptures about knowledge. Moreover, the bondage that arises 
from false ignorance cannot be removed by anything apart from 
full enlightenment. Accordingly, though Brahman is the material 
cause, still the merger in Existence (Brahman) at death occurs 
in such a way as to ensure the continuance of these (organs etc.) 
in a latent state (so that they can re-emerge) just as it happens 
during deep sleep and dissolution. 


qed SAT gates: el 


q And qeqq minute sar: in (its) size (or measure) qar 
such gqweq: being the experience. 


9. That fire (as also other elements) is minute in its nature, 
as also in size, because it is seen to be so. 
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And that fire along with the other elements, which constitute 
a habitat for the soul emerging out of its present body, must 
be subtle in nature and measure. It is thus that we gather from 
the Upanisadic declaration about its going out through the 
nerves that fire (as also the other elements) is a subtle element. 
It is possible for it to move through the nerves because of its 
minuteness in size, and it is unobstructed because of its fineness 
by nature. It is because of this fact again that it is not perceived 
by people near by when it departs from the body, 


ANTASATA: Wott 


~ Not (is the subtle one destroyed) gqgy@q by the destruc- 
tion (of the gross body) aq: for this reason. 


10. For this (very) reason the subtle body is not destroyed 
even when the gross one is. 


“For this very reason’, just because it is subtle, the other body, 
“the subtle body”, “is not destroyed, even when the gross body 
is destroyed” through cremation etc. 


AAT AGA BSA Vii 


vq: This seqr warmth aeq belongs to this (subtle body) 
wa to be sure gqqq: for that stands to reason. 


11. And this warmth belongs to this subtle body to be sure, 
for that stands to reason. 


The warmth that people feel by touching a living body 
“belongs to this” one, to the “subtle body, to be sure”. Thus it 
is that when death takes place and the body still persists, heat 
is not perceived even though the other attributes of the body 
like form etc. persist; but it is perceived only when the body 
is alive. Hence it stands to reason that this heat belongs to some- 
thing other than the well-known gross body. In support of this 
occurs the Vedic text, “It is warm indeed so long as it lives, 
and cold when it dies”. 
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Topic 6: No DEPARTURE FOR A KNOWER OF BRAHMAN 


afavenfafa Sar aeraq 122i 


(The organs do not depart) sfageurq because of the (scrip- 
tural) denial xf% aT if it be argued thus, then # not so; (for 
the denial means that they do not depart) are from the 
individual soul. 


12. If it be contended that the organs of the man of knowledge 
do not depart from the body because of the denial in the scrip- 
ture, then (according to the opponent) it is not so, for the denial 
is about the departure from the individual soul. 


From the reservation made under the aphorism, “And the 
immortality spoken of is one that is attained without burning 
ignorance” (IV. ii. 7), it is admitted that in the absolute immor- 
tality there is an absence of any course to be followed and any 
departure from the body. Still lest there be any apprehension 
of departure owing to some reason or other, that is denied 
through the text, “But the man who does not desire (never 
transmigrates). Of him who is without desires, who is free from 
desires, the objects of whose desire have been obtained, and to 
whom all objects of desire are but the Self—the organs do not 
depart. Being but Brahman he is merged in Brahman” (Br. [V 
iv. 6). Now since this denial occurs in the context of the 
supreme knowledge, the organs of the man who has realized 
the supreme Brahman have no departure from the body. 

The reply (to this by the opponent) is: No, since this “denial 
is concerned with the departure of the organs from the 
embodied one”, and not from the body. 

Objection: How is this known (that the organs depart not 
from the body but from the embodied entity)? 

Opponent: Because in the other (Madhyandina) branch the 
fifth case-ending is used (in zas#at—from him). Since the sixth 
case-ending (in tasya—of him) (in the K4amva recension) is used 
to imply relationships in general, it can be delimited to a partic- 
ular relationship on the strength of the ablative (fifth case- 
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ending) (in tasmmat) in the other (Madhyandina) recension. And 
by the word tasmdat (from him) the embodied soul that is 
qualified for secular prosperity or liberation is referred to, for it 
is the chief subject (of the context), but not so is the body 
referred to, The idea implied is this: “From him”, from the 
individual soul, that is about to depart from the body, the organs 
do not depart; they remain in its company. When the soul 
departs, it departs from the body along with the organs. 
Vedantin: This being the position, it is being refuted: 


CARY DPA ULM 


(This is not so) fg because weyry in the case of the fol- 
lowers of one branch, eyp: (there is) a clear (denial of the 
soul’s departure from the body). 


13. This is not so, for in case of the followers of one recen- 
sion there is a clear denial of the soul’s departure. 


The assertion was made to the effect that even for the man 
who knows Brahman there can be such a fact as departure from 
the body, the denial of departure having been made about the 
departure (of the organs) from the embodied soul. This is not 
correct, for the denial of the departure (of the organs) from 
the body is clearly met with in a particular recension. Thus in 
the course of answering the question of Artabhaga, “When this 
one (i.e. the body of the liberated man) dies, do the organs then 
go up from this one, or do they not?” it is stated from the point 
of view of the departure (from the body). “ ‘No,’ replied 
Yajiavalkya” (By. III. ii, 11). Then since the misconception 
might arise that in that case this one does not die because the 
organs do not depart, the assertion of the merger of the organs 
is made in, “they merge in this one only” (ibid); and for estab- 
lishing this fact it is said, “This one swells, this one is inflated, 
and in that state lies dead” (ibid), where swelling etc. are 
asserted about something that is referred to by “this one” (sab) 
that is under discussion and that forms the basis from which 
the departure can occur. Such descriptions fit in with the body 
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and not the embodied soul.5 In conformity with this, the text 
that has a reading with the fifth case-ending, viz “The organs 
do not depart from this one, they merge in this one only” 
(Madhbyandina reading), has to be interpreted to mean that 
though the embodied soul is primarily alluded to by the pronoun 
(this one), still the denial is concerned with the departure from 
the body that is figuratively identified with the embodied soul. 
But in the case of those (of the Kauva recension) who have the 
reading (“of this one”) with the sixth case-ending, the departure 
is denied in relation to the man of knowledge, so that the denial 
in that sentence is concerned with the departure as it is well 
known (in the world); and what is a well-known fact is the 
departure from the body and not from the embodied soul, so 
that the denial comes to mean the denial of the departure (of the 
organs) from the body. Moreover, the departure of the ignorant 
man from the body and his course of transmigration are de- 
scribed elaborately in the text, “The soul departs either through 
the eyes or through the head or through any other part of the 
body. When it departs, all the organs follow” etc. (Br. IV. iv. 
2). That topic of the ignorant man is ended with, “Thus does 
the man transmigrate who desires” (Br. IV. iv. 6). Then the 
man of knowledge is mentioned thus, “But the man who does 
not desire” (ibid). Now, should the (latter) text mean that the 
departure from the body (in the earlier text) is meant for him 
as well, then this separate mention becomes incongruous. Hence 
to make this separate mention purposeful, the text is to be 
explained to signify the denial of the departure and the follow- 
ing of a course in the case of a man of knowledge, though they 
are but natural to a man of ignorance. Besides, it is unreasonable 
that a man who has known Brahman and become identificd with 
the all-pervasive Brahman and has his desires and results of 
karma annihilated should depart or have any course to follow, 
for there is no rhyme or reason for that. And texts like, “Attains 
Brahman in this very body” (Br. IV. iv. 7) indicate the absence 
of departure and paths for him. 


*Even though the word used is purusa (man), it means the body; for 
the soul cannot have swelling etc. that are stated about it by referring 
to it by the term “this one”. 
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THAT FT WV 
14. And the Surti also says so. 


Moreover, the absence of movement and departure is men- 
tioned in the Mahabharata: “Even gods become befooled in the 
course of finding out the path of one who has become one with 
the Self of all beings, who has understood all beings truly as 
the Self, and who has no state to reach.” 

Opponent: But the Smrti also mentions a path that the 
knowers of Brahman tread: “Once upon a time Suka, son of 
Vyasa, became desirous of liberation and proceeded towards the 
solar orb, When called back by his father who was following 
him, he responded saying, ‘Sir’ ”’. 

Vedantin : Not so, for it is to be understood that Suka reached 
a particular region through his power of Yoga even while he was 
in the body, and there he gave it up. For such facts as being seen 
by all beings are mentioned in that connection, whereas nobody 
can have any visual perception when a disembodied soul moves 
on. It is in line with this that in that very context the conclusion 
is made thus: “But Suka accelerated his speed to more than that 
of wind, moved across space exhibiting his own power, and then 
he became merged in all beings”. Hence the knower of Brahman 
has neither any departure from the body nor any course to 
follow. We shall state later on as to whom the Upanisadic texts 
about courses refer (IV. iil. 7). 


Topic 7: THE ORGANS OF THE KNOWER MERGE IN BRAHMAN 


aft TS AMT STs Wey 


atfa Those (organs) q@ (merge) in the supreme Brahman 
fg because qat so (the Upanisad) are says. 


15. Those organs get merged in the supreme Brahman, for 
such is the declaration of the Upanisad. 


And “those organs’, called the pramas, as also the (subtle) 
elements, of the knower of the supreme Brahman “merge in the 
supreme” Self. 

Why is it so? 
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Since “such is the declaration of the Upanisad” (as in): “So 
also these sixteen parts (i.e. limbs) of the all-seeing Purusa (1.e. 
infinite Being) that have Purzsa as their abode get absorbed on 
reaching Purusa” (Pr. VI. 5). 

Opponent: Another Upanisadic text, speaking about the man 
of realization, states that the “parts” get merged somewhere 
other than the supreme Self: “To their sources repair the fifteen 
parts (constituents of the body)” (Mu. III. ii. 7). 

Vedantin: Not so, for this (Mundaka) text speaks from the 
phenomenal point of view, and it means that the constituents 
that are the products of the elements—earth etc.—repair to their 
own material sources. But the other (Prasma) text states from 
the standpoint of the man of realization that (in his view) all 
the constituents get absorbed in the supreme Brahman Itself. 
Hence there is no defect. 


Topic 8: ABSOLUTE ABSORPTION OF THE CONSTITUENTS 


Doubt: Does the merger of the constituents of the body of 
the man of realization occur wholly as in the case of others, or 
is some part left out? 

Opponent : Since that is a resorption like any other resorption, 
their potentiality must remain intact. 

Vedantin : To this the aphorist says, 


fran TTA UuLel 


a-faart: Non-distinction (with Brahman results) aqqarq on 
the authority of scriptural declaration. 


16. (Absolute) non-distinction (with Brahman comes about) 
on the authority of the scriptural declaration. 


It is a total unification to be sure. 

Why so? 

“On the authority of the scriptural declaration”. Thus it is 
that after relating the merger of the constituents, the Upanisad 
says, ‘When their names and forms are destroyed and they are 
simply called Purusa. Such a man of realization is without the 
constituents and is immortal” (Pr. VI. 5). Besides, the consti- 
tuents that spring from ignorance can have no remnant after 
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their resorption through knowledge. Accordingly, they must 
become absolutely unified (with Brahman). 


Topic 9: DEPARTURE OF ONE WHO KNows THE 
QUALIFIED BRAHMAN 


Risse asmdent farareatq aareaqeyfa- 
ATs getTSta: NAT HAT Wit 


qd-AlH:-ay-sqeq There occurs an illumination of the top 
of its (i.e. soul’s) abode (viz the heart); A -THTTA-STk: 
having the door illumined by that (light), (the soul goes out), 
faat-araeatq owing to the efficacy of knowledge ¥ and aq- 
ae-rft-aqeqfaarmq owing to the appropriateness of the constant 
meditation about the way which is a part of that (knowledge), 
ele-ATTEla: under the favour of Him who resides in the heart, 
atq-afaaar through that (nerve) which is the hundred and first. 


17. (When the soul of the man who has realized the qualified 
Brahman is about to depart), there occurs an illumination of the 
top of the heart. Having that door illumined by that light, the 
soul, under the favour of Him who resides in the heart, departs 
through the hundred and first nerve, owing to the efficacy of 
the knowledge and the appropriateness of the constant thought 
about the course which is a part of that knowledge. 


Doubt : The incidental consideration of the knowledge of the 
supreme Brahman is concluded. Now, however, the aphorist 
pursues the reflections about the inferior knowledge, It has been 
stated that the process of departure from the body is the same 
for the man of knowledge (i.e. of one who meditates on the 
qualified Brahman) and the man of ignorance up to the point 
where the path of the gods begins. Now is being considered the 
entry (of the soul) into that course. When the soul, identified 
with the intellect, that has all its organs counting from the 
organ of speech withdrawn into itself, is about to leave the 
body, then the heart becomes its abode, the place of its existence, 
in accordance with the Upanisadic text, “Completely with- 
drawing these particles of light (i.e. powers of the organs), it 
comes to the heart” (Br. IV. iv. 1). The illumination of the top 
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of the heart and the departure from such bases as the eye after 
that top becomes lighted up are mentioned by the Upanisad in 
the passage, “The top of the heart of this one brightens. ‘Through 
that brightened top the soul departs, either through the eyes or 
through the head, or through any other part of the body” (Br. 
IV. iv. 2). Now does this departure occur in the same way both 
in the cases of the enlightened and the unenlightened, or is there 
any distinction in the case of the enlightened? 

Opponent: When under such a doubt, the conclusion should 
be that there is no distinction, for the Upanisadic text is the 
same. 

Vedantin: That being the position, the aphorist says that 
though the top of the heart becomes illumined both for the 
man of knowledge and the man of ignorance, and though the 
door is illumined thereby, yet the man of knowledge departs 
from the region of the head, whereas the others depart from 
other regions. 

Why? 

Because of the power of knowledge. Should the man of 
knowledge also depart from any region indiscriminately just 
like the others, he will not attain a virtuous world, so that his 
knowledge will be useless. And this is so “because of the appro- 
priateness of constant thought about the course forming a part 
of the knowledge”. In connection with certain meditations it 1s 
enjoined that the soul’s path that is associated with the nerve at 
the top of the head and forms a part of the meditation itself has 
to be reflected on. And it is reasonable that by virtue of thinking 
on it he should emerge through that very thing. Therefore the 
man of knowledge, favoured as he is by Brahman which is 
meditated on as having Its abode in the heart, becomes unified 
in thought with Brahman and emerges out of the body through 
the nerve counted as the one over and above a hundred; but 
others emerge through other nerves. That is why it is stated in 
the scripture in connection with the meditation about the heart, 
“The nerves of the heart are a hundred and one in number. Of 
them the one passes through the head. Going up through that 
nerve one gets immortality. Other nerves that have different 
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directions become the causes of death” (Ka. II. i. 16, Ch. VIII. 
vi. 6). 


Topic 10: THe Sout FoLtows THE Rays OF THE SUN 


RVEATAT sit 
tha-aqara By following the rays (of the sun). 


18. (The soul of the man of knowledge) proceeds by follow- 
ing the rays of the sun. 


Starting with the sentence, “Now then, there is che palace of 
Brahman in the shape of the tiny lotus of the heart that is 
within the body; in that exists (Brahman called) the small inner 
Space” (Ch. VIII. 1.1), a meditation about the heart is enjoined. 
In the course of describing this meditation, the start is made 
with, “Now these nerves of the heart” (Ch. VIII. vi. 1), and 
then a connection 1s elaborately shown between the nerves (in 
the heart) and the rays (of the sun) in the passage, “Then when 
anyone departs from this body thus, he goes up along these 
rays’ (Ch. VIII. vi. 5), and again it is stated, “Going up through 
that nerve one gets immortality” (Ch. VIII. vi. 6). From this it 
is known that the soul, while emerging through the hundred 
and first nerve, goes out along the rays. 

Now the dozbt arises as to whether the soul follows the rays 
equally, irrespective of the occurrence of the death during the 
day-time or night, or it does so only when dying in the day- 
time. 

Vedantin: This being the doubt, the aphorist declares that 
the soul progresses by the way of the rays irrespective of the 
time of death, for the Upanisad speaks in general terms. 


fafa afa aa aaere aae oifacaq alata a een 

fafar In the might 4 there is no (progress along the rays) 
fa aq if it be argued thus, then 4 not so, qlaq-ee-wfaarg 
since there is a continuance as long as the body lasts arqeyey 
of the relationship (between the nerve and the rays); @ also 
aaafa the Upanisad reveals this. 
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19. If it be argued that the soul departing at night can have 
no progress along the rays, then it is not so, since the connection 
between the nerve and the rays continues as long as the body 
lasts; and this is revealed in the Upanisad. 


Opponent: The nerve and the sun’s rays remain connected 
during the day, so that a man dying in the day may well follow 
the rays (in his upward course); but that is not possible for a 
man dying at night because the connection between the nerve 
and the rays is then snapped. 

Vedantin: Not so, for the connection between the nerve and 
the rays lasts as long as the body itself, for the nerve and the 
rays remain in association as long as the embodied state contin- 
ues; (the connection is not broken by night). This fact is 
revealed by the Upanisad in, “Extending from that solar orb 
they (the rays) enter into the nerves, and spreading out from 
the nerves they enter the solar orb” (Ch. VIII. vi. 2). In summer 
the presence of the rays, even during nights, is perceived from 
their effect of producing heat etc. If it is difficult to perceive 
them during the nights in other seasons, it is because they are 
present in very small measures even as they are in cloudy days 
during winter. The text, “The sun makes of it a day even at 
night”, reveals this very fact. Were a man, dying at night, to 
proceed upward even without following the rays, the pursuit 
of the rays itself would become useless. The Upanisad does not 
mention separately that those who die in the day-time proceed 
upward by following the rays, while those who die at night do 
so without depending on the rays. On the contrary if it be 
supposed that even a man of knowledge cannot proceed upward 
owing to the offence of his dying at night, then the fruit of 
knowledge will become uncertain, so that men will have no 
inducement to it, for one cannot regulate the time of one’s 
death. It cannot be that a soul that has become detached from 
the body at night, must wait till day dawns; for even when day 
dawns, its body may not come in contact with the solar rays, 
it (the body) having been already consigned to fire etc. The 
text, “In che little time that the mind takes to travel from one 
object to another, the man of knowledge reaches the sun” (Ch. 
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VIII. vi. 5), also shows that there is no waiting (for dxybreak). 
Therefore the soul’s pursuit of the rays is the same whether it 
departs at night or in the day. 


Topic 11: Sout’s JouRNEY DuRING THE SUN’s SOUTHERN COURSE 


AMAIA Aferoy Rol! 


ad: a For the same reason aff even (when dying) afer sat 
during the southern course of the sun (the soul gets the fruits 
of knowledge). 


20. For the very same reason (the soul gets the result of 
knowledge) even when departing during the sun’s southern 
course. 


Just because of this—because there is no need for waiting, 
because the result of knowledge is not uncertain, and because 
the time of death is unpredictable—if a man of knowledge 
should die during the southward course of the sun, he will get 
the result of his knowledge all the same. By this aphorism the 
aphorist demolishes the misconception about the necessity of 
waiting till the sun starts northward that may arise from the 
facts that the sanctity of the northern course is well recognized, 
that Bhisma is known to have waited for it, and that the Upa- 
nisad says, “From the bright fortnight he goes to the six months 
during which the sun moves northward” (Ch. IV. xv. 5). The 
well-known sanctity is a fact in relation to the men of ignorance. 
As for Bhisma’s waiting for departure during the northern 
course, it was by way of showing respect to popular sentiment 
and demonstrating the validity of his father’s boon that his death 
would be at his own command. As for the meaning of the 
Upanisadic text, it will be explained under the aphorism, “These 
are deities conducting the soul for there are indicatory marks 
to that effect” (B. S. IV. iii. 4). 

Opponent: In the Smrti the start is made with the verse, 
‘‘Now I shall tell thee, O thou mightiest of the Bharatas, of the 
time travelling in which, the Yogins return, (and again of that 
taking which) they do not return” (Gita, VIII. 23), and then 
the special times like day, calculated to lead to cessation from 
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rebirth, are defined in the main; so how can a man departing at 
night or during the southern course of the sun be freed from 
rebirth? 

Vedantin: As to that, the answer 1s: 


afta: sft a aaa Sa FT UW 


~ And (these times etc.) taqq are mentioned in the Smrti 
aifra: sfa for the Yogins; q and wq these two (Samkhya and 
Yoga paths) are tarq@ mentioned in the Smrti (and not the 
Vedas). 


21. And these times etc. are mentioned in the Smrti for the 
Yogins; and these (paths of ) Simkbya and Yoga are mentioned 
in the Smrtis and not the Vedas. 


These limitations of time etc. as leading to the cessation of 
rebirth are mentioned in the Smrtis for the Yogins. These (paths 
of Yoga and Samkbya® belong to the Smptis and not to the 
Vedas. Thus owing to a difference of the subject-matters and 
the special qualifications of the people following them, the 
fixation of time found in the Smrtis is not to be applied to the 
Upanisadic context. 

Opponent : The paths of the gods and the manes, just as they 
are presented in the Upanisads, can be recognized as recounted 
in the Smrtis as well: “Fire, flame, day-time, the bright fortnight, 
the six months of the northern passage of the sun.... Smoke, 
night-time, the dark fortnight, the six months of the southern 
passage of the sun” (Gita, VIII. 24-25). 

Vedantin : The answer is that since a promise about the time 
is made thus in the Smyrti, “J shall tell thee of the time” (Gita, 
VIII. 23), therefore the aphorist apprehends a contradiction 
and so shows how that can be resolved. In reality, there will 
be no contradiction in the Smrti as well if there too the gods 
conducting the souls are meant by those terms (as they are in 
fact in the Upanisads). 

*Yoga means the performance of the obligatory daily duties like 
Agnibotra as an offering to God; Samkbya means a feeling of not being 


the agent of any work (vide Gita). Both these are different from the 
Upanisadic meditation. 


Section III 


Topic 1: ONLY ONE PaTH To THE WorLD oF BRAHMAM 


Doubt : It was stated that up to the point wherc the path (of 
the gods) starts, the order of departure from the body is similar. 
But the path itself is variously described in the various Upanisads. 
One course starts from the association of the nerves and rays: 
“Then he rises up along these very rays” (Ch. VIII. vi. 5). 
Another starts with the flame: “They reach (the deity identified 
with) the flame, from the flame (to the deity of) the day” (Br. 
VI. i. 15). There is another course stated in: “Reaching the path 
of the gods, he comes to the world of Fire” (Kau. I. 3). Yet 
another is: “When a man departs from this world, he reaches 
the air” (Br. V. x. 1). Still another is: “Free from all contamina- 
tions they go by the path of the sun to where lives that Purusa, 
immortal and undecaying” (Mu. I. u. 11). Now the doubt arises: 
Are these paths different from one another, or are they the same 
one with many features? 

Opponent: When in such a predicament, the conclusion to 
be drawn is that these paths are certainly different on account 
of their occurring in different contexts and forming the append- 
ages of diverse meditations. Moreover, the categorical assertion 
in, “Then along these very rays” (Ch. VIII. vi. 5), will be 
nullified if the flame etc. (of Br. VI. it. 15) are taken into 
consideration. Also the text about quickness, contained in, “He 
reaches the sun as quickly as it takes the mind to move from 
one object to another” (Ch. VIII. vi. 5), will be compromised. 
Therefore these paths must be different from one another. 

Vedantin : To this we say, 


afaafen aqafae: wei 


afa:-3tfeaqt Along the path starting from flame (i.e. light) 
aq-a fad: that being well known. 


1. The soul travels along the path starting from flame, that 
being well known. 
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We assert that all who would reach Brahman have to proceed 
along the path starting from flame. 

Why so? 

“That being well known,” that path being well known to all 
men of realization. Thus it is that in the text, “And those others 
as well who meditate with faith upon the Satya Brahman in the 
forest (reach the deity identified with flame)” (Br. VI. ii. 15), 
occurring in a context dealing with the meditation on the five 
fires, we hear of the progress along the path starting from flame 
even in the case of those who practise other kinds of meditation. 

Opponent: It may well be that in the case of those medita- 
tions where no course is mentioned, this course starting from 
flame will find its scope. But in the cases where other courses 
are mentioned, why should one resort to this course starting 
from flame? 

Vedantin: To this the reply is that this might have been so 
if these courses were totally disparate. As a matter of fact, 
however, this course leading to the world of Brahman is the 
same though possessed of diverse features and indicated in certain 
places through a few of these characteristics only. This is what 
we maintain. Since in all the descriptions, the particulars can 
be recognized as so many aspects of the same path, therefore 
these can be comprised in a single conception by considering 
them as inter-related in a successive series of attributes and 
substantives. Just as in the case of a meditation occurring in 
different contexts, the different aspects have to be collected into 
a single whole, similarly the characteristics of the path also have 
to be integrated. Although the meditations may differ, the path 
must be the same, since it is recognized that it is an aspect of 
the same path that is present in a particular case and since the 
goal to be reached is the same for all. Thus it is that in the 
different contexts the very same result, viz the attainment of 
the world of Brahman, is shown in the texts, “They attain per- 
fection and live in those worlds of Brahman for a great many 
superfine years” (Br. VI. i. 15), “He lives there (in the world 
that is free from grief and cold) for eternal years” (Br. V. x. 1), 
“He attains the same victory (everywhere) and the same per- 
vasiveness that Brahman (Hiranyagarbha) has” (Kau. I. 4), “Those 
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who attain this world of Brahman through Brabmacharya” (Ch. 
VIII. iv. 3). As for the contention that the categorical assertion 
in, “along these very rays”, (Ch. VIII. vi. 5), will be stultified 
if the path starting from flame be accepted, that creates little 
difficulty, since that text is meant merely to imply the attainment 
of the rays. For a single word “very” cannot posit the attain- 
ment of the rays and also the rejection of the flame. Hence it 
is to be understood that this text merely emphasizes the connec- 
tion with the rays. And the text about quickness (Ch. VIII. 
vi. 5) 1s not compromised even if.the path starts from flame, for 
what is meant to imply is that in comparison with other goals, 
Brahman is reached more quickly; and this is just as one might 
say, “I shall reach here in a trice.” Moreover, the text, “They 
(i.e. the creatures averse to scriptural duties) do not proceed 
along either of these two paths” (Ch. V. x. 8), which enumerates 
a third state, shows that apart from the path of the manes there 
is only another path, viz that of the gods, which is divided into 
the stages of flame etc. Besides, in the Upanisadic texts that 
speak of the path as starting from flame, the stages in the path 
are quite a number, whereas they are few in other texts; and it 
is proper that the fewer should be made to fit in with the greater. 
It is from such considerations that it has been said, “The soul 
travels along the path starting from flame, for this is well 
known.” — | 


Topic 2: THE DEPARTING SOUL REACHES AIR AFTER YEAR 


arreaeateiatenreany uN 


(The soul of the knower of the qualified Brahman reaches) 


air qeqrq from the year, afaery-faerarearq owing to the 


absence and presence of specification. 


2. The soul of the knower of the qualified Brabman goes from 
the year to air, on account of the absence and presence of speci- 
fication. 


1To imply that a man dying even at night proceeds along the rays. 
Thus it denies only the possible non-attainment of the rays. It cannot 
also deny the progress through flame etc. 
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In what definite order, again, should the different presenta- 
tions of the progress of the soul (along the path of the gods) be 
linked up in a chain of attributes and substantives? That link 
is supplied by the teacher acting as a friend. The Kausitakins read 
of their path of the gods thus: “Attaining this path of the gods, 
he comes to the world of Fire; he comes to the world of Air, 
(he comes to the world of Varuna); he comes to the world of 
Indra; he comes to the world of Prajapati (Virat); he comes 
to the world of Brahma (Hiranyagarbha)” (Kau. [. 3). There 
the term “world of Fire” is synonymous with flame (of Br. 
VI. 11. 15), since both indicate burning, so that one need not 
take any pains for the establishment of an order with regard to 
these. But since (the deity of) air is not heard of in the path 
starting from (the deity of) flame (in the Chandogya), where 
should it be placed? The answer is being given by saying that 
in the text, “They reach (the deity of) flame, from flame (the 
deity of) day, from day (the deity of the) bright fortnight, 
from the bright fortnight (the deity of) the six months during 
which the sun moves northward, from the six months to (the 
deity of the) year, from the year to (the deity of) the sun” 
(Ch. V. x. 1), they assign the position of air after the year and 
before the sun. 

Why should it be so? 

“Owing to the absence and presence of specification”. Thus 
it is that the air that is not very definitely located in the text, 
“he comes to the world of Air” (Kau. I, 3), is seen to be spoken 
of definitely in another Upanisad, ‘““When a man departs from 
this world, he reaches air, which makes an opening there for 
him like the hole of a chariot wheel. He goes upward through 
that and reaches the sun” (Br. V. x. 1). Since in this text air is 
specifically placed before the sun, air is to be assigned a position 
between the year and the sun. 

Opponent : Why again, after noticing the specific mention of 
air after fire (in Kau. I. 3), should not air be placed after flame? 

Vedantin: We claim that there is no such specification. 

Opponent : Was not the text quoted, “Attaining this path of 
the gods, he comes to the world of Fire, he comes to the world 
of Air, (he comes to the world of Varuna)” (Kau. I. 3)? 
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The answer is that here the statement is merely in the form 
of an enumeration of the things one after the other, there being 
nothing indicative of any serial order. The objects reached are 
alone enumerated here by saying chat he goes to such and such 
regions, whereas in the other (Brhadaranyaka) text it is stated 
that he proceeds up through an opening as big as the hole of a 
chariot wheel to reach the sun, so that a sequence is well under- 
stood. Hence the statement, “Owing to the absence and presence 
of specification”, is quite reasonable. The Vajasaneyins, how- 
ever, have this reading, “from the months to the world of the 
gods; from the world of the gods to the sun” (Br. VI. ii. 15). 
According to that text, the soul should reach air from the world 
of the gods, so that the sun may be reached next. But when the 
aphorist says that the soul reaches air from the year, he has the 
Chandogya text in view (V. x. 1). As between the Chandogya 
and the Brhadaranyaka Upanisads, one omits the world of the 
gods, and the other the year. But since both are authoritative, 
both these have to be added to both; and while doing so, it has 
to be borne in mind that the year, being connected with the 
months, has to be placed earlier and the world of the gods later.? 


Topic 3: THe Sout PRoceEDsS FROM LIGHTNING TO VARUNA 
afsatst aan: arararq 113i 


aey: Varuna afea: af after lightning arararq because of 
(their) connection (with water). 


3. Varuna is to be placed after lightning, because of their 
connection with water (i.e. cloud). 


In the text, “He goes from the sun to the moon, from the 
moon to lightning” (Ch. IV. xv. 5), Varuna is to be placed 
after lightning on the authority of the text, “He comes to the 
world of Varuna” (Kau. I. 3); for lightning and Varuna (Rain- 
god) are related to each other. When long streaks of lightning 


*So the order is: Months, year, abode of gods, air, sun. 
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dance within the bowels of the clouds with sharp thundering 
sounds, then comes down rain, which fact is also noted in the 
Brahmana text, “Lightning flashes and thunder roars; it will 
surely rain” (Ch. VII. xi. 1). It is well known from the Vedas 
and Smrtis that Varuna is the god of waters. After Varuna are 
to be placed Indra and Prajapati, because the Kausitaki Upanisad 
recites that way and no other position can be found for them. 
Varuna and others have to be relegated towards the end, since 
they are fresh entrants and have not been assigned any position 
in the path (in Ch. IV. xv. 5 or Br. VI. ii. 15) starting with 
flame and ending with lightning. 


Topic 4: Gurpine DEITIES 


Doubt: With regard to flame etc. the doubt arises as to 
whether these are marks on the path, or places of experience, or 
the conductors of the souls moving forward. 

Opponent: As to that, the conclusion to be arrived at is that 
the flame etc. are merely descriptive marks on the path, for by 
its very nature the instruction is concerned with such land- 
marks. As it occurs in common experience that when a man 
wants to go to a village or a town, he is instructed thus: “You 
should go to such a hill, then to a banian tree, then to a river, 
and then you will reach the village or town”, so also it is said 
here, “From flame to the day-time, from the day-time to the 
bright fortnight”, and so on. Or it may well be that these are 
places of experience. It is thus that fire etc. are associated with 
the word “world”, as for instance in, “he comes to the world of 
Fire” (Kau. I. 3). In common parlance, the word “world” is used 
with regard to places where the creatures experience (the 
results of virtues and vices), as for instance, “the world of men, 
the world of manes, the world of gods” (Br. I. v. 16), and so 
on. Even so is the Brahmana text, “They get attached to the 
worlds of days and nights’® (S. B. X. ii. 6.8). Hence the flame 
etc. are not the conducting deities. Besides, these cannot reason- 
ably conduct the souls as they are insentient; for in common 


*The men of rites and meditations get their results in the worlds 
figuratively called days, nights, etc. 


876 BRAHMA - SUTRA - BHASYA (IV. 111.4 


experience it is the intelligent men, employed by a king, that 
escort others who have to be guided along inaccessible roads. 
Vedantin: To this we say, 


aiftanigareticoerd isi 
(These are) atfrarfgat: guiding deities aq-foyra because 


of the indicative mark to that effect. 


4, (Flame etc. are) conducting deities, owing to the indicative 
mark to that effect. 


These must reasonably be conducting deities. 

Why? 

“Owing to indicatory mark to that effect”. Thus the text, 
“From the moon he reaches the deity of lightning. A super- 
human (lit. “not belonging to Manu’s creation”) comes, and 
he escorts them from there to the world of Brahman” (Ch. IV. 
xv. 5), reveals this escorting to be an established fact. 

Opponent : That sentence cannot go beyond what it actually 
states. 

Vedantin: Not so, since the attribute (viz superhuman) is 
meant simply to deny the assumption that this being is human 
(lit. belongs to Manu’s creation) which might arise from an 
already established fact. The adjective “superhuman” placed 
before “being” for the sake of ruling out human guides becomes 
justified if sentient beings are already known as guides in the 
flame etc. and these are also understood to be within Manu’s 
creation. 

Opponent: A mere indicative mark cannot decide thus in the 
absence of any logic behind it. 

Vedantin : That defect does not arise, 


TATSgMSTaeaS : UA 
aq-foe : That being established yaq-sqratgrq on account of 
both (the person and the path) being unconscious. 


5. Because that stands established on account of both (the 
traveller and the path) being then unconscious. 
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Now those who would pass along the path through flame etc. 
have their senses and organs bunched up owing to their separa- 
tion from the bodies, and so they are devoid of independent 
action. The flame etc. also are not independent, they being 
insentient. So it can be understood that some deities who are 
sentient and identify themselves with (and preside over) the 
flame etc. are engaged in the work of escorting. In common 
experience too, when people become intoxicated or unconscious 
and have their senses befuddled, they are led through their paths 
by others. Besides, the flame etc. being uncertain, cannot be 
the indicative marks or features of the path; for one dying at 
night cannot reasonably have an accession of daylight, and it 
was stated earlier that there can be no waiting for the day. But 
such a defect does not arise when these have permanence in 
their identity with the deities. That the deities are mentioned 
by the words flame etc. can be justified on the ground that 
they identify themselves with these. And such statements as, 
“from flame to the day-time” (Ch. IV. xv. 5, V. x. 1,) do not 
create any difficulty even if the escorting deities are meant, the 
meaning in that case being, “Through the instrumentality of 
the deity of flame they reach the deity of the day-time, through 
the instrumentality of the deity of the day-time they reach the 
deity of the bright fortnight”. In common parlance also people 
impart instruction about the guides on the way thus: “From 
here you go to Balavarman, then to Jayasishha, thence to 
Krsnagupta”. Moreover, the statement in the beginning is, 
“They reach the flame”, which merely tells us of coming in 
contact, but not of any special form of it. At the end, however, 
comes the statement, “he escorts them to Brahman” (Ch. IV. 
xv. 6), where a special form of contact as between an escort 
and the escorted is stated. From this it can be ascertained that 
the same kind of contact exists in the beginning as well. But 
owing to the very fact that all the senses then become bunched 
up, no experience is possible there. As for the word “world” 
(lit. place of experience), that can well be used even with regard 
to the beings who simply pass through without getting any 
experience, inasmuch as these worlds supply (real) experiences 
to their own residents. Hence a man who reaches the world 


878 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA [IV. iii. 6 


presided over by the deity of fire is guided along by the god 
of fire, and the man who reaches the world presided over by 
the god of air is guided forward by the god of air. This is 
how the passage is to be construed. 

Opponemt: On the supposition that the conducting deities 
are meant, how would that view be valid in the cases of Varuna 
and others? For Varuna and others are placed after lightning, 
and from lightning up till Brahman is reached, a super-human 
being is mentioned in the Upanisad as acting as the escort. 

Vedantin: Hence the aphorist gives the answer: 


AL TAT TAAT-Aa? NEN 
ad: From there (i.e. from lightning) (they are guided) (from 
above) aa at wa by the very same being who comes to 
lightning aq-aa: for so the Upanisad says. 


6. From there they are guided by the very same being who 
comes to lightning; for it is of him that the Upanisad speaks. 


It is to be understood that “from there”, after arriving at 
lightning, they go to the world of Brahman, being led through 
the worlds of Varuna and others, under the guidance of a 
superhuman being who exists (even) beyond lightning; for that 
very being is mentioned as the guide in the Upanisadic text, 
“A superhuman being comes and escorts them from there to 
the world of Brahman” (Ch. IV. xv. 5). As for Varuna and 
others, it is to be understood that they somehow contribute to 
the task of that superhuman being by either not creating any 
obstruction or helping positively. Accordingly, it is well said 
that flame etc. stand for the escorting deities. 


Topic 5: THe Patu LEADS TO THE CONDITIONED BRAHMAN 
@ nN 
PM TAA TEYTTT: Wi 


araf<: Badari (thinks that the souls are led) aq to the 
conditioned Brahman afa-gqqd: because of the possibility of 
becoming the goal aq on Its part. 
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7. Badari thinks that the souls are led to the conditioned 
Brahman, for it (alone) can reasonably be the goal. 


Doubt: With regard to the text, “He escorts them to 
Brahman” (Ch. IV. xv. 5), the point to be considered is whether 
this deity escorts them to the inferior, conditioned Brahman or 
to the superior, unconditioned Brahman Itself. 

Why should such a doubt arise? 

On account of the use of the word Brahman and the 
Upanisadic mention of progress. 

Badari: As to that, the teacher Badari thinks that they are led 
to the inferior, conditioned, and qualified Brahman alone. 

Why? 

“For It can logically be the goal.” For this conditioned 
Brahman can properly be a goal to be reached, since It has a 
locus. But with regard to the supreme Brahman there can be no 
such conceptions as an approacher, a goal, and progress towards 
It, for the absolute Brahman is omnipresent and is also the 
inmost Self of the travellers. 


faatfgdeara ust 


8. And (the conditioned Brahman must be the goal) owing to 
the specific mention of this. 


Since in another Upanisadic text a specific statement is made 
thus, ““Then a being created from the mind (of Brahman, 1.e. 
Hiranyagarbha) comes and conducts them to the worlds of 
Brahman. They attain perfection and live in these worlds of 
Brahman for a great many superfine years” (Br. VI. ii. 15), 
therefore it can be understood that the path is related to the 
conditioned Brahman only. For it is improper to use the plural 
number (in “worlds”) in the case of the supreme Brahman 
whereas this plural number quite befits the conditioned Brahman, 
since there can be such a thing as difference of states in It. 
Even the Upanisadic use of the word “world”, constituting a 
place of experience with its multiple aspects, fits in well with a 
conditioned entity, whereas in the other case (of the absolute 
Brahman) the word can be used only in a figurative sense as in 
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such texts, “O Emperor, this is Brahmaloka (the world that is 
Brahman Itself)” (Br. IV. iv. 23). Again, to speak in terms of a 
container and a thing contained (as in, “In those worlds of 
Brahman’) hardly fits in with the supreme Brahman. Hence this 
escorting relates to the conditioned Brahman alone. 

Opponent: The word Brahman cannot be used even for the 
conditioned Brahman inasmuch as it was established earlier in 
the First Chapter that Brahman is the cause of the origin etc. of 
the whole universe (I. 1. 1). 

Vedantin: As to that the answer is: 


AAT ACAIST: et 
q But aq—eagee: the designation as such arftcarg (is) owing 


to nearmess. 


9. But (the conditioned Brabman has) that designation owing 
to nearness (to the absolute Brahman). 


The word “but” is used for removing the objection. Since 
the inferior Brahman is very close to the supreme Brahman, the 
use of the word Brahman with regard to the former creates no 
difficulty. The established practice is that the supreme Brahman 
Itself is called the inferior Brahman when It is conditioned by 
the pure adjuncts and is taught as though possessed of the attri- 
butes of being identified with the mind and such other features 
of creation for the sake of meditation by some aspirants under 
certain circumstances. 

Opponent: On the supposition that the aspirants reach the 
conditioned Brahman, their non-return, as mentioned in the 
Upanisad, becomes untenable; for unless it be in the supreme 
Brahman there can be no such thing as eternal existence. As a 
matter of fact, the Upanisads show that an aspirant who goes 
along the path of the gods, does not return: “Those going by 
this path never return to this human cycle of birth and death” 
(Ch. IV. xv. 5), “For them there is no return here” (an echo 
of Br. VI. ii. 15), “Going up through that nerve one attains 
immortality” (Ka. II. ii, 16, Ch. VIII. vi. 6). 

Vedantin: To this we say, 
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HATA AAT Aaa: TATA gol 


s@ta-aeaa On the final dissolution of the world (of Brahman), 
(they) ag together with aq-aeqey the lord of that (world) 
qzq (attain) the supreme (Entity) aq: beyond that afweararg 
on the strength of (Upanisadic) declaration. 


10. On the final dissolution of the world of the conditioned 
Brabntan, they attain, along with the lord of the world, what ts 
higher than this conditioned Brahman, as is known on the 
strength of the Upanisadic declaration. 


The idéa conveyed is that when the time for the final dissolu- 
tion of the world of the inferior Brahman is imminent, the 
aspirants who have acquired full realization there itself attain 
thereafter, along with Hiranyagarbha, the ruler of that world, 
the supreme state of Visnu which is absolutely pure. This kind 
of liberation by stages has to be admitted on the strength of 
the Upanisadic texts speaking of non-return etc. For we estab- 
lished earlier that it is incomprehensible that the supreme 
Brahman should be reached by any process of moving forward. 


TIAA 12211 


11. This is confirmed by Smrti as well. 


The Smrti also confirms this view: “When the time of final 
dissolution comes at the close of the life of Hiranyagarbha, all 
of them, with enlightenment already attained, enter into the 
supreme state along with MHuranyagarbha” (Kérmma-Purana, 
Pirva-bhaga, XII. 269). Hence the conclusion is that the 
Upanisadic mention about the progress (along a path) relates 
to the conditioned Brahman. 

Doubt : What was the objection in the background, in answer 
to which the conclusion is presented in the aphorisms starting 
with, “Badari thinks that they are Jed to the conditioned 
Brahman” etc. (IV. i. 7)? 

That objection is now being shown by the aphorisms them- 
selves. 

56 
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qt SfafqeacaTy 22M 


stfafr: Jaimini (thinks that they are led) qzq to the supreme 
Brahman yeqearq that being the primary meaning. 


12. Jaimuni thinks that they are led to the supreme Brahman, 
that being the primary meaning (of the word Brabman). 


But the teacher Jaimini thinks that in the text, “He escorts 
them to Brahman” (Ch. IV. xv. 6), what is meant is that he 
leads them to the supreme Brahman Itself. 

Why so? 

Since “that is the primary sense”; for the supreme Brahman 
is the primary meaning of the word “Brahman”, the inferior 
one being its secondary meaning. And as between the primary 
and secondary meanings, one readily understands the primary 
one alone. 


alate Ug 3l 
13. And (this is so) because the Upanisad reveals (this fact). 


And the text, “Going up through that nerve, one gets immor- 
tality” (Ka. II. iii. 16, Ch. VIII. vi. 6), shows that immortality 
is preceded by moving forward; and immortality is logically 
possible in the supreme Brahman, but not so in the conditioned 
Brahman, that being subject to destruction. For the Upanisadic 
text runs thus, “Again, that in which one perceives a second 
entity is limited, it is mortal” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1). This move- 
ment is mentioned in the Katha Upanisad in connection with 
the supreme Brahman; for no other knowledge is presented in 
that context, the topic of the supreme Brahman alone having 
been mooted with the text, “that which is different from virtue, 
different from vice” etc. (Ka. I. 11. 14). 


aa ae ofarafrafed: evi 


qq Moreover, sfaqfa-afiaafea: the firm resolution about attain- 
ment (is) 4 not #qy with regard to the conditioned Brahman. 
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14. Moreover, the firm resolution about attainment is not 
concerned with the conditioned Brahman. 


“Moreover, the firm resolution about attainment”, expressed 
in the text, “May I attain the assembly hall in the palace of 
Prajapati (lit. Hiranyagarbha)” (Ch. VIII. xiv. 1), is not 
directed towards the conditioned Brahman, for the supreme 
Brahman, as distinguished from the conditioned Brahman, forms 
the topic under consideration, as is clear from the preceding 
text, “He who is known as Space is the manifester of name and 
form. And Brahman is that in which are included these two” 
(ibid). This is also evident from the text, “May I become the 
fame (or glory) of the Brahmanas, (the fame of the Ksatriyas, 
the fame of the Vaisyas)” (ibid), which presents Brahman as 
the Self of everything; for from the text, “That which is called 
the great fame has no parallel” (Sv. IV. 19), it is well known 
that the supreme Brahman alone is called “fame”. This arriving 
at the palace, which must be preceded by movement, is 
described in connection with the meditation about the heart 
(Dahara-Vidyd) in the text, “There exists the palace of Brahman 
called Aparajita (unconquerable), there exists the golden altar 
made specially by the Lord Himself” (Ch. VIII. v. 3), And 
since the root pad (as contained in pratipadye—may I arrive at) 
conveys the sense of motion, it also shows the necessity of 
taking the help of some path. So the other (opposite) view that 
can be held is that the Upanisadic texts, which speak of the 
progress along a path, are connected with the supreme Brahman. 

Vedantin: These two views have been presented by the 
teacher (Vy4sa) in these (two sets of) aphorisms. Of these the 
one view is contained in the aphorisms starting with “Badari 
thinks...; for It alone can reasonably be the goal” (IV. 11. 
7-11); and the other view is presented in the aphorisms begin- 
ning with “Jaimini thinks..., that being the primary meaning 
of the word Brahman” (IV. iii. 12-14). Of these two groups of 
aphorisms, the group commencing from “...for It alone can 
reasonably be the goal” can prove the falsity of the other group 
commencing with “that being the primary meaning”, and not 
vice versa. So the earlier point of view has been explained as 
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the acceptable position, whereas the second one is held by the 
opponents (of Vedanta). There can be none to command that 
one must stick to the primary sense alone (of the word 
“Brahman”) even when there is no such possibility. Besides, 
with a view to eulogizing the superior knowledge, it is quite 
proper even in a context of the superior Brahman, to describe 
the path connected with the other kind of inferior knowledge, 
just as it is done in the text, “The other (nerves) that have 
different directions become the causes of death’ (Ch. VIII. vi. 
6). As for the text, “May I reach the hall in the palace of 
Prajapati” (Ch, VIII. xiv. 1), 1t involves no contradiction to 
treat it separately from the earlier sentence so as to mean a 
resolution for attaining the conditioned Brahman. (From the 
standpoint of eulogy or meditation) it is quite in order to speak 
even of the qualified Brahman as being the Self of all, as is done 
in, “He who is possessed of all activities, possessed of all desires” 
(Ch. III. xiv. 2, 4). Hence the Upanisadic texts about movement 
are connected with the inferior (qualified) Brahman alone. 

In pursuance of the usual practice, however, some would 
ascribe the earlier aphorisms to the opponent, and the latter 
ones to themselves, In accordance with such an arrangement, 
they would prove that the texts connected with movement are 
concerned with the supreme Brahman Itself. But that is 
improper since Brahman cannot logically be a goal to be 
attained, The supreme Brahman can never become a goal to be 
achieved which pervades everything, which 1s inside everything, 
which is the Self of all, and whose characteryistics have been 
thus indicated by the Upanisads: “All-pervasive like space and 
eternal”, “That which is Brahman, immediate and direct, that is 
the Self within all” (Br. III. iv. 1), “The Self Itself is all this” 
(Ch. VII. xxv. 2), “This world is nothing but Brahman the 
highest” (Mu. II. ii. 11). For one cannot reach where one 
already is. The well-known fact in the world is that one thing 
is reached by something else. 

Opponent: In ordinary life, a place already reached can still 
be reached again in terms of change of environment, as for 
instance, a man already on this earth may still reach it in terms 
of altered position. Similarly a boy who continues to be the 
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same person may be noticed in terms of change in the period 
of life to be progressing towards old age occurring to himself. 
So also Brahman may somehow become a goal to be approached 
by virtue of Its being equipped with all kinds of power. 

Vedantin: Not so, for all distinctions are ruled out from 
Brahman in accordance with such Upanisadic and Smpti texts 
and logic as, “Without parts, without action, calm, free of 
blemishes, free of taints” (Sv. VI. 19), “It is neither gross nor 
minute, neither short nor long” (Br.’ III. viii. 8), “Since He 1s 
coextensive with all that is internal and external, and since He 
is birthless” (Mu. II. i. 2), “That great birthless Self is undecay- 
ing, immortal, undying, fearless, and Brahman (i.e. infinite)” 
(Br. IV. iv. 25), “This is the Self, which has been described as 
‘Not this’, ‘Not this’” (Br. III. ix. 26), according to which it 
cannot be imagined that the supreme Self can have any con- 
nection with any distinct time, space, etc., so as to be reached 
on the analogy of a particular place on the earth or a stage of 
life. The earth or age can well become the goal to be reached 
in terms of particular place or time, since they can have distinct 
localities and periods. 

Opponent: Brahman can have different powers since the 
Upanisads show It to be the cause of the origin, continuance, 
and dissolution of the universe. 

Vedantin : Not so, since the Upanisadic texts denying distinc- 
tive attributes cannot be interpreted in any other way. 

Opponent : In the same way the texts about origin etc. cannot 
be interpreted otherwise. 

Vedantin : Not so, for their purpose is to establish unity. The 
scripture that propounds the reality of Brahman, existing alone 
without a second, and that proves the unreality of all modifica- 
tions with the help of the illustrations like clay, cannot be meant 
for establishing the truth of origin etc. 

Opponent: Why again should the texts about origin etc. be 
subservient to the texts denying distinction and not the other 
way round? 

Vedantin: The answer is that this is so because the texts 
denying distinction lead to a knowledge which is complete by 
itself (and leaves behind no more curiosity to be satisfied). For 


886 BRAHMA -SUTRA - BHASYA [IV. iii. 14 


when one has realized that the Self is one, eternal, pure, and so 
on, one cannot have any more curiosity to be satisfied as a result 
of the rise in him of the conviction that the highest human 
goal has been reached, as is known from such Upanisadic 
passages as, “then what sorrow and what delusion can there be 
for that seer of oneness?” (I§ , 7), “You have attained that 
which is free from fear, O Janaka” (Br. IV. i. 4), “The 
enlightened man is not afraid of anything. Him indeed this 
remorse does not afflict, “Why did I not perform good deeds, 
and why did I perform bad deeds?’” (Tai. II. ix. 1). This is 
confirmed equally by noticing the contentment of the enlight- 
ened ones, and from the condemnation of the pursuit of unreal 
modifications in, “He who sees as though there is difference 
here goes from death to death” (Ka. II. i. 10). Accordingly, the 
texts denying distinctions cannot be understood to be subservient 
to others. But the texts about origin etc. cannot give rise to any 
such self-contained knowledge (that allays further curiosity). 
As a matter of fact, they are secn to aim at something else. Thus 
it is that (in the Chandogya Upanisad) the start is made with, 
“O amiable one, know this sprout (that this body is) to have 
come out of something; for it cannot be without a root” (VI. 
viii. 3); and then the Upanisad says later (in “with the help 
of that sprout try to find out the root that is Existence” VI. 
viii. 6) that Existence alone which is the source of the universe 
has to be known. Similar also is the text, “Crave to know that 
from which indeed all these creatures originate, by which they 
are sustained after birth, towards which they advance, and into 
which they merge. That is Brahman” (Tai. III. i. 1), (where also 
the reality to be known is Brahman alone). Thus since the 
texts about creation etc. are meant for imparting the knowledge 
of oneness, Brahman cannot be possessed of many powers and 
hence also It cannot reasonably be a goal to be reached. Any 
travelling towards Brahman is denied in the text, “His organs 
do not depart. Being but Brahman, he is merged in Brahman” 
(Br. IV. iv. 6). This fact was explained under the aphorism, 
“For in the case of the followers of one recension there is a 
clear denial of the soul’s departure” (IV. ii, 13). 

On the supposition, again, that there is such a thing as travel- 
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ling, the travelling soul must be a part or a transformation of 
Brahman, or something different from it; for travelling is impos- 
sible in a case of total unity. 

Opponent : Even if it be so, what does it amount to? 

Vedantin: The answer is that if it be a part, then since the 
whole (Brahman) is a goal ever attained by that part, there 
can be no such thing as going to Brahman. Moreover, since 
Brahman is well known to be partless, it is improper to imagine 
such things in Brahman as a part and a whole. The position 1s the 
same even in case the soul be a transformation; for the transform- 
ed thing is ever present in the material of which it is a transfor- 
mation. An earthen pot can never exist unless it be in identity 
with the earth, for it will cease to exist when it is not so identi- 
fied. Again, even if the soul be either an effect or a part (of 
Brahman), then since Brahman, the possessor of such transforma- 
tions or parts, remains unchanged, there can be no possibility of 
the soul’s entering into the transmigratory state (for the parts of 
an inert stone cannot move, nor can a frog be confined within it). 
If the soul be different from Brahman, it must be either atomic 
or all-pervasive, or of an intermediate size. If it be all-pervasive, 
there can be no travelling. If it be of a medium size (indeter- 
minate size changing with the body), it will become imperma- 
nent. If it be atomic, any feeling of sensation all over the body 
will be inexplicable. Besides, the views about the atomic and 
medium sizes were previously refuted (under the aphorism II. 
iii. 29) in an elaborate way. If the soul be different from the 
supreme Brahman, such scriptural declarations as, “That thou 
art” (Ch. VI. viii. 7) will be nullified. This defect is equally in 
evidence even if the soul be either a transformation or a part. 

Opponent: Since the source and its modifications and parts 
are the same (constituting a single whole), no defect arises 
from these two points of view. 

Vedantin : Not so, because (in‘that case) unity in the primary 
sense becomes impossible. Besides, from all these points of view 
there arises the predicament of liberation being entirely ruled 
out, owing to the non-eradication of the notion of the identity 
of the soul with its transmigratory state. Or even if that identity 
should cease, the soul will lose its innate nature (by merging in 
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Brahman), since its identity with Brahman is denied (by the 
opponent). 

There are some people who prattle thus: The obligatory and 
occasional rites are performed for the sake of avoiding evil, the 
optional and prohibited rites are given up for avoiding heaven 
and hell, and the results of works which are to be experienced 
in the present body get exhausted by experiencing them; so 
that when the present body falls, at the same time that there 
is nothing to connect the soul with a fresh body, a man who 
proceeds in this way will achieve liberation consisting in the 
continuance in his own real natural state even without having 
realized the unity of the individual Self with Brahman. 

This is not correct on account of the absence of any valid 
evidence; for it is not established by any scripture that a man 
wanting liberation should act thus. This is a position born out 
of one’s own intellectual cognition only that the transmigratory 
state is a creation of rites, so that it can cease to exist in the 
absence of these rites. This, again, is not even a matter for 
inferential reasoning, inasmuch as the absence of the causes of 
the transmigratory state is beyond (such) determination. There 
may be many results of works accumulated in past lives by 
each creature, which have good or bad fruits in store for them. 
But since they cannot be experienced simultaneously owing to 
their results being opposed to one another, some of them which 
get a suitable opportunity produce this life, while others wait 
for the adequate space, time, and cause. And since these remain- 
ing ones cannot be exhausted by the experiences in the present 
life, it cannot be asserted that, after the fall of the present body, 
a man will get freed from the causes calculated to produce fresh 
bodies, even though he has followed the course of life described 
earlier (by the opponent). That the results of past works persist 
(even after death) is proved on the authority of such Upanisadic 
and Smpti texts as, “Those who perform virtuous deeds here 
(obtain excellent births)” (Ch. V. x. 7), “With the residual 
results of these”’. 

Opponent : It may well be that the obligatory and occasional 
duties will eject them (i.e. the residual results). 

Vedantin: That cannot be, because there is no opposition 
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between them. In a case of opposition alone can something be 
ejected by something else. But the accumulated virtues of past 
lives are not antagonistic to the obligatory and occasional duties, 
since both are equally meant for purification. As for the vices, 
they may be ejected when they stand in opposition, for they are 
impure by nature; but that does not prove the absence of the 
causes of rebirth, since the virtues can well constitute such a 
cause, and since the vices even are not known to be totally 
eliminated. Besides, there is no proof to show that the per- 
formance of the obligatory and occasional duties produce no 
other result apart from hindering the emergence of evil; for it 1s 
quite possible that a concomitant by-product will come into 
being, as Apastamba mentions in his Smpti, “Just as when a 
mango tree is planted for its fruits, its shade and sweet aroma 
are produced as by-products, so also when virtuous deeds are 
done, other factors come out as by-products”. Moreover, until 
complete enlightenment comes, nobody can make a promise of 
remaining totally free from the optional and prohibited acts in 
the period between birth and death, for subtle lapses are noticed 
in the cases of the most careful men. Maybe all this will be 
considered a doubtful contingency. Even so, it becomes difficult 
to be convinced that no cause for rebirth remains. Besides, unless 
it is admitted that the soul’s identity with Brahman is a truism 
realizable through knowledge, it is idle to expect liberation for a 
soul which is (believed to be) an agent and an experiencer by 
nature; for one’s nature can never be given up like heat by fire. 

Opponent : It may well be that it is an evil for the soul to act 
as an agent and an experiencer, but not so is the power itself for 
the action and the experience, so that liberation may come when 
the expression of the power (in the form of action) is stopped 
while the latency remains. 

Vedantin: That too is wrong, for so long as the potentiality 
remains, the manifestation of the power becomes irresistible. 

Opponent : In that case it may well be that the power by itself 
cannot accomplish anything without the aid of other causes, 
so that even when that power abides (potentially) alone, it 
cannot run into evil. 

Vedantin: That also is wrong since the other causes (like 
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adrsta—unseen potentiality of past action, as also the potential 
results) ever remain associated (with the soul) through their 
association with the latency (of agentship and experience). 
Hence there can be no hope of liberation so long as a soul per- 
sists to be by nature an agent and experiencer when at the same 
time that its identity with Brahman, realizable through know- 
ledge, does not exist. And the Upanisad denies that there can be 
any other path of liberation except knowledge, “There is no 
other path to reach the goal” (Sv. III. 8). 

Opponent : Even if the soul be non-different from the supreme 
Brahman, this will only result in the annulment of all human 
dealings (including the scriptural instruction), for then there 
can be no application of the means of knowledge like percep- 
tion etc. 

Vedantin: Not so, for that is possible before enlightenment 
like the behaviour in a dream before awakening. .The scripture 
also speaks of the use of perception etc. in the case of the 
unenlightened man in the text, “Because when there is duality, 
as it were, then one sees something” (Br. II. iv. 14, IV. v. 15); 
and then it shows the absence of this in the case of an enlight- 
ened man, “But when to the knower of Brahman everything has 
become the Self, then what should one see and through what?” 
(ibid) etc. Thus since the notion of Brahman as a goal to be 
reached and such other ideas are eliminated for one who has 
realized the supreme Brahman, any movement cannot be asserted 
in his case in any way. 

Opponent: Where then can the texts about movement find 
proper scope? 

Vedantin : The answer is that their scope is limited within the 
meditations based on attributes. Thus it is that the pursuit of a 
path is sometimes spoken of in connection with the meditation 
on the five fires, and sometimes with the meditation on the 
couch (of Brahman) or on Vaisvanara. Even where a move- 
ment is spoken of in connection with Brahman, as in “Prana (lit. 
vital force) is Brahman, Bliss is Brahman, Space is Brahman” 
(Ch. IV. x. 4), and “Then the tiny lotus of the heart that exists 
as a place in this city that this body is” (Ch. VIII. i. 1), there 
also a movement is possible, because what is meditated on there 
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is but the qualified Brahman Itself, possessed of the attributes 
of being “the ordainer of the results of works”, “the possessor 
of all true desires”, and so on. But nowhere is any movement 
indicated in connection with the supreme Brahman in the same 
way as it is denied in, “his organs do not depart” (Br. IV. iv. 
6). Since even in passages like, ““The knower of Brahman attains 
the Highest” (Tai. II. i. 1), where the root-meaning of “attain- 
ment” implies movement, there is no possibility of reaching 
anywhere according to the reasons already adduced, therefore 
it is the very realization of one’s own nature that is spoken of 
as this attainment from the standpoint of erasing out this universe 
of name and form superimposed through ignorance, And it is to 
be understood as having been said in the same sense as, “Having 
been Brahman, he attains Brahman” (Br. IV. iv. 6) and similar 
texts. Again, even if movement has to be explained in connection 
with the supreme Brahman, it must be held to have been asserted 
either by way of inducing the aspirant or for meditation. Now, 
no inducement can be generated by speaking of movement to 
one who has realized Brahman, since that is already an accom- 
plished fact for him by his having become established in his 
own Self, which consummation is brought about by the know- 
ledge of Brahman, and which is directly (and not mediately) 
self-evident to himself. Moreover, it does not stand to reason 
that the realization of Brahman, which is not productive of 
any result, but merely presents liberation as an ever accom- 
plished fact, should depend in any way on the reflection about 
a course to be followed. Accordingly, movement is possible only 
in relation to the inferior Brahman. That being so, it is only 
through a failure to distinguish between the superior Brahman 
and inferior Brahman that the texts about travelling that refer 
to the inferior Brahman are ascribed to the superior Brahman. 

Opponent: Are there then two Brahmans—onc superior and 
the other inferior? 

Vedantin : Quite so; for we come across such texts as, “This 
very Brahman, O Satyakama, that is inferior and superior is but 
this Om” (Pr. V. 2). 

Opponent : Which again is the superior Brahman and which 
the inferior? 
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Vedantin: The superior Brahman is spoken of where It is 
indicated by such terms as “not gross” through a negation of 
all the distinctions of names, forms, etc. called up by nescience. 
That very Brahman becomes the inferior Brahman where It is 
taught as possessed of some distinct name, form, etc. for the 
sake of meditation, as in such words as, “Identified with the 
mind, having .prama (i.e. the subtle body) as his body, and 
effulgence as his form” (Ch, III. xiv. 2). 

Opponent: In that case the texts about non-duality will be 
compromised. 

Vedantin : Not so, for that objection was met from the point 
of view of the limiting adjuncts created by name and form 
which spring up from nescience. The results accruing from 
that meditation on the qualified Brahman, mentioned in the 
relevant contexts and consisting in the divine powers over the 
world and so on as heard of in such texts as, “Should he be 
desirous of the world of the manes, the manes come to him 
at his very will” (Ch. VIII. ii. 1), however, are confined within 
the transmigratory state itself on account of the continuance 
of ignorance. Since this result is associated with some particular 
space, any travelling for Its attainment involves no contradic- 
tion. Even though the Self is omnipresent, we said earlier under 
the aphorism, “On account of its having for its essence the 
qualities of that intellect” (II. iii, 29), that a movement comes 
to be perceived when the limiting adjuncts like the intellect 
move, just as much as space appears to be moving when vessels 
etc. containing it move. Hence the view that stands well estab- 
lished is “Badari thinks that they are led to the conditioned 
Brahman” etc. (B. S. IV. iii. 7). And the view contained in, 
“Jaimini says that the supreme Brahman is attained” etc. (IV. ili. 
12), is presented merely as an apparent, alternative view by way 
of helping the (student’s) development of the power of intellect. 
This is how it is to be understood. 


Topic 6: WorSHIP WITH AND WITHOUT SYMBOLS 


Doubt: This is well established that any travelling is con- 
cerned with the conditioned Brahman and not with the supreme 
Brahman. Now the doubt is this: “Does the superhuman being 
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(Ch. IV. xv. 6) lead to the world of Brahman all aspirants 
without exception who meditate on the conditioned Brahman, 
or does he lead only some of them?” What should be the con- 
clusion here? 

Opponent: All these knowers of Brahman must reach a goal 
other than the supreme Brahman; for in the aphorism, “The 
passage of the soul by the path of the gods is not restricted to 
certain meditations only; it applies to all” (III. it. 31), this path 
is promised equally for all the other meditations. 

Vedantin : To this comes the aphorist’s rejoinder: 


MAMNPOTT ATA TTA SHAMS HTT UI 


(He) aafa leads F-TAH-ATHTAAT those who do not depend 
on symbols eff this is what areqay: Badarayana (says); 
MzlaTq there being no contradiction TAaaT on (admitting) this 
twofold division 4 and (because of the logic of) aq-%q: of 
(becoming) what one resolves, 


15. Badarayana says that the superhuman being leads to 
Brabman only those who do not use symbols (in their medita- 
tion), since this twofold division involves no contradiction and 
one becomes what one resolves to be. 


- The teacher Badarayana thinks that leaving out those who 
meditate with the help of symbols, the superhuman being leads 
all others, who meditate on the conditioned Brahman, to the 
world of Brahman Itself. For it involves no contradiction to 
admit this twofold division, since the reasoning about non- 
restriction (cited above—B. S. III. ii. 31) is applicable to all 
meditations that are not based on symbols. A confirming reason 
for this twofold division is found in “the resolution for that”; 
for it is but reasonable that one who resolves to be Brahman 
should get the divine glories of Brahman as it is stated in the 
text, “one becomes just as one meditates on Him’. But one 
cannot have the belief of being one with Brahman when medi- 
tating with the help of symbols, since in such a meditation the 
symbol predominates. 

Opponent: The Upanisad mentions that even without any 
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resolve about Brahman one can reach Brahman, as it is stated in 
the text, “He leads them to Brahman” (Ch. IV. xv. 5), heard 
of in connection with the meditation on the five fires (and not 
on Brahman). 

Vedantin: Let this be so where a direct (specific) declaration 
to the contrary is met with. But the aphorist thinks that in 
accordance with the logic of becoming what one wills to be, 
the general rule is that in the absence of any specific declara- 
tion, those meditators who entertain a resolution about Brahman, 
alone reach Brahman. 


farts a aarafa ween 


aq And aaafa the Upanisad reveals fatisq a speciality (about 
results). 


16. And the Upanisad reveals a speciality about the results (of 
meditations with symbols). 


Besides, the Upanisad shows with regard to the meditations 
based on such symbols as name etc., that the succeeding ones 
have better results than the preceding ones, in such passages as, 
“(One who meditates upon name as Brahman) gets freedom of 
movement as far as name extends” (Ch. VII. i. 5), “The organ 
of speech is surely greater than name” (Ch. VII. ii. 1), “He 
gets freedom as far as speech extends” (Ch. VII. ii. 2), “Mind is 
surely greater than speech” (Ch. VII. iii. 1), and so on. This 
distinction about results is possible for these meditations as they 
are dependent on symbols. But if they be based on Brahman, how 
can there be any gradation in the results, since Brahman is 
without such differences? Accordingly, the meditations based 
on the symbols cannot have the same result as the others based 
on Brahman. 


Secrion IV 
Topic 1: NATURE oF FREEDOM 


Doubt: In the Upanisad occurs the text, “Thus indeed does 
this serene, happy being become manifest (or established) in its 
own real form (i.e. Self or nature) after having risen from this 
body and having reached the highest Light” (Ch. VIII. xu. 3). 
With regard to this the doubt arises, “Does that being become 
manifest with some adventitious distinction as (it happens) in 
some region of enjoyment like heaven, or is it established as 
the Self alone?” What should be the conclusion? 

Opponent: That manifestation must be in some fresh form 
even as in other regions, for liberation too is well known to be 
a result, and the term “becomes manifest” is synonymous with 
“is born”. If this be a mere establishment in its own form (or 
nature), then since one’s own nature is not eliminated even in 
the earlier stages (of being under other guises), that nature 
should have manifested itself even there. Hence the “being” 
becomes manifest as something distinctive. 

Vedantin: This being the position, we say, 


GT faala: CAAT 112 
arqgy Having reached (the highest Light) arfaafa: there is 


manifestation (of the soul) <Q7-a because of the use (in 
the Upanisad) of the term ( <q) “in its own (Self)”. 


1. Having reached the “highest Light”, the soul becomes 
manifest in its own real nature because of the use of the term 
“in its own” (in the Upanisad). 


The soul manifests itself just as it really is, but not as possessed 
of any other quality. 

How can this be so? 

Because the word “own” occurs in “becomes established in 
its own real form”. Otherwise this specification with the word 
“own” would have been inappropriate. 
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Opponent: The word “own” should be interpreted to mean 
“owned by (itself)”. 

Vedantin: No, for that is not under reference here. Had 
that been meant here, then in whatever form that being would 
become manifest would certainly be owned by it, so that the 
use of the word “own” would be useless. But if the meaning “in 
its Self” be accepted, it serves a purpose inasmuch as it implies 
that the soul becomes manifest merely in its own form and not 
in any adventitious form as well. 

Opponent ; What difference is there between the earlier states 
and this (final) one, when the non-elimination of the true form 
is the same in either case? 

Vedantin: Hence comes the reply: 


WB: MATA URN 
(The soul is then) aq: free, sfaatatq that being the declara- 


tion. 


2.The soul then attains liberation, that being the (Upanisadic) 
declaration. 


The entity that is spoken of here as becoming manifest in 
its Self, becomes free from its erstwhile bondage and continues 
as the pure Self, whereas in the earlier state it “seemed to have 
become blind” (Ch. VIII. ix. 1), “seemed to be weeping” (Ch. 
VIII. x. 2), “seemed to have undergone destruction” (Ch. VIII. 
xi. 1)—so that it was in a condition of being tainted by the 
three states (of waking, dream, and sleep). This is the difference. 

Opponent: How again is it known that the soul becomes 
free? 

Vedantin: The aphorist answers by saying, “that being the 
Upanisadic declaration”. Thus it is that in the text, “I shall 
explain it to you over again” (Ch. VIII. ix. 3), the promise is 
made of explaining the Self, free from the defects of the three 
states, and then it is stated, “The being that is really without 
any body is not touched by likes and dislikes” (Ch. VIII. xii. 1), 
and the conclusion is made with, “It becomes established in Its: 
own Self; that is the highest Being” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3). So also 
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at the commencement of the story, the text, “The Self that is 
beyond sin” etc. (Ch. VIIJ. vii. 1), makes a declaration about 
the free soul alone. Liberation comes to be considered as a fruit 
merely from the point of view of the cessation of bondage, and 
not from the standpoint of production of any fresh result. 
Although the term “becomes manifest” is synonymous with “is 
born”, still that is said by way of contrast to the earlier state, 
just as we would say that a man becomes established in health 
when his disease leaves him. Hence there is no defect. 


ATCA AHLNT wW3tl 
(The “Light” is) atear the Self, THOTT because of the 


context. 
3. The Light is the Self as it is obvious from the context. 


Opponent: How can the soul be said to be liberated, since 
the text, “having reached the supreme Light” (Ch. VIII. xi. 3), 
describes it as within creation itself? For by usage the word 
light denotes physical light. One who has not turned back from 
created things cannot become free, since all created things are 
well known as sources of sorrow. 

Vedantin: That is no defect, since from the context it is 
obvious that the Self Itself is presented here by the word “light”. 
As the topic of the supreme Self is made the starting point in 
the sentence, “The Self that is beyond sin, free from all dirt, and 
free from death’, (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), it is not possible to jump to 
the physical light all of a sudden; for that will be tantamount 
to discarding the subject-matter under discussion and _ intro- 
ducing something foreign to it. The word “light” is seen to be 
used for the Self as well, as in, “Upon that immortal Light of 
all lights, the gods meditate” (Br. IV. iv. 16). This was elabor- 
ated under the aphorism, “Light is Brahman” (I. iii. 40). 


Topic 2: LIBERATED SouL INSEPARABLE FROM BRAHMAN 


aaantt FECA Uv 
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(In liberation the soul exists) afaart7z in a state of insepara- 
bleness (from the Self) ggrqarq for so it is noticed (in the 
Upanisad). 


4. In liberation the soul exists in a state of inseparableness from 
the supreme Self, for so it is noticed in the Upanisad. 


One would like to know whether the entity which becomes 
established in its own Self after reaching the highest Light 
remains separate from the supreme Self or continues in a state 
of identification. Now when in such an inquisitive mood one 
might conclude that the being exists separately, because in the 
text, “He moves about there” (Ch. VIII. xii. 3), speaks of some- 
thing holding something else in itself; and in the text, “having 
reached the Light”, a subject and an object are separately men- 
tioned. The aphorist explains to such a (doubting) one that the 
liberated soul remains identified with the supreme Self. 

Why so? 

Because ,it is so noticed in the Upanisad. Thus it is that texts 
like, “That thou art” (Ch. VI. vii. 7), “I am Brahman” (Br. I. 
iv. 10), “Where one does not see anything else” (Ch. VII. 
xxiv. 1), “But there is no such second thing separate from it 
which it can see” (Br. IV. iii. 23), etc., reveal the supreme 
Self as non-separate from the (individual) soul. And in con- 
formity with the logic of becoming what one resolves to be, 
the result (freedom) should accord with one’s (Upanisadic) 
knowledge. The text, “O Gautama, as pure water poured on 
pure water becomes verily the same, so also becomes the Self of 
the man of knowledge who is given to deliberation (on the su- 
preme Self)” (Ka. II. i. 15), and other texts which set forth the 
nature of the liberated soul, as also the illustrations like the river 
and the sea (Mu. III. ii. 8), reveal only this fact of non-difference. 
As regards any statement implying difference, that is possible in 
a secondary sense even in a context of non-difference, as is 
seen in such texts as, “‘O venerable sir, on what is that Infinity 
established?’ ‘On Its own majesty’” (Ch. VII. xxiv. 1), 
“Delighting in his own Self, disporting in his own Self” (Ch. 
VII. xxv. 2). 
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Topic 3; CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LIBERATED SOUL 


Tao sfafrereanafeer: wu 


aTel 1 As possessed of the attributes of Brahman fafa: (says) 
Jaimini yq-qta-arfaxq: on account of the references etc. 


5. Jatmini says that from references etc, (in the Upanisads) 
(it is evident that the liberated soul) becomes established in the 
attributes that Brabman bas. 


This is well settled now that in the text “in its own form” 
(Ch. VIII. xii. 3), what is meant is that it becomes established 
in itself as the Self, and not in any extraneous adventitious form. 
But now when the desire to know in detail arises, it is being 
said that “in its own form” means in the form of Brahman that 
is its own real form and that is possessed of the characteristics 
beginning with freedom from sin etc. and ending with true 
desire (Ch. VIII. vii. 1), as also omnipresence and rulership over 
all. It becomes established in that form which is its own. This 
is how the teacher Jaimini thinks. 

How is this known? 

For such a fact is known from the references in the Upanisads 
and other reasons (i.e. fresh information etc.). Thus it is that 
through the very reference contained in the text beginning 
with, “This Self that is beyond sin” etc., and ending with, 
“Having true desires and inevitable will” (ibid.), the Upanisad 
makes us understand that the individual soul is the same as the 
supreme Self possessing these attributes. Similarly through the 
(fresh information in the) text, “There he roams about eating, 
playing, and making merry” (Ch. VIII. xi. 3), as also, “He gets 
freedom of movement in all the worlds” (Ch. VII. xxv. 2), it 
presents its form of divine majesty. From this view-point, the 
statements like, “He is omniscient and ruler of all’ etc. become 
quite logical. 


fafa aearn carcancafacttsatih: et 


fafa In consciousness @q-may as that much (i.e. conscious- 
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ness) only, aq-atcaacatge that being its real nature efa this (is 
(what) atgaifa: Audulomi (says). 


6. Audulomi says that the liberated soul becomes established 
in consciousness as consciousness itself, that being its true nature. 


Although the attributes, such as freedom from sin etc., are 
enumerated as though they are different from one another, still 
they are based on false concepts arising from dependence on 
mere words; for all that can be understood there is a mere 
negation of sin etc. The real nature of the soul, however, is 
consciousness alone, so that it is proper that the liberated soul 
should be established in that nature only. And thus only the 
Upanisadic texts like, “Even so, my dear, is the Self without 
interior and exterior, entire and pure intelligence alone” (Br. IV. 
v. 13), become duly honoured. Even though “having true desires 
—satyakama’’ etc. are spoken of as if they are real attributes 
belonging intrinsically to some entity in the derivative sense of 
“he that is possessed of true desire”, still such attributes are 
dependent on association with limiting adjuncts, so that they 
cannot constitute the true nature of the entity like consciousness; 
for the Self is denied to have many forms inasmuch as a diversity 
of forms is denied about Brahman in the aphorism, “Even from 
difference of place a twofold characteristic cannot be predicated 
of Brahman” (III. ii. 11). Hence even the declaration about 
eating etc. (Ch. VIII. xii. 3) is made merely for praise, meaning 
thereby only an absence of sorrow; and this is just like the 
phrases, “delighting in his own Self” (Ch. VII. xxv. 2) etc. For 
any delight, play, or merry-making can never be described as 
happening in the Self in the primary sense, since all these pre- 
suppose the presence of a second entity. Hence the teacher 
Audulomi thinks that the freed soul manifests itself as the Self 
in which there is no trace of phenomenal existence, which is 
consciousness itself, which is serene and happy, and which 
defies all verbal description. 


CARTAN Gaaraefate ATT: thsi 
way aft Even so afacta there is no contradiction qq-7Tarq 


owing to the persistence of the earlier nature STARA in 
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accordance with the Upanisadic reference q@zay: (says) 
Badarayana. 


7. Badarayana says that even so, there is no contradiction, 
since the earlier nature exists according to Upanisadic reference. 


“Even so”, even though it be admitted that the soul manifests 
itself in its own real nature of pure consciousness, still (its 
possession of) the earlier form, the divine majesty of (the 
qualified) Brahman that is known from such reasons as Upa- 
nisadic reference is not denied from the empirical point of view; 
and hence there is no contradiction. This is what the teacher 
Badarayana thinks. 


Topic 4: FULFILMENT OF DESIRE THROUGH WILL 


Doubt : In connection with the meditation based on the heart 
it is heard from the Upanisad, “Should he desire the world of 
the manes, the manes become associated with him at his mere 
wish” (Ch. VIII. ii. 1) etc. The doubt here is whether the mere 
wish is the cause of the appearance of the manes or it is the 
cause in association with some other factors. 

Opponent: As to that, although the Upanisad declares, “at 
his mere wish” still it is proper that in consonance with the 
affairs of the world, there should be dependence on some other 
factors. Just as in the world we become associated with our 
fathers and others as a result of our desire coupled with some 
other causes like approaching, so also it must be the same in the 
case of the liberated soul. It is only thus that nothing contrary 
to common experience has to be imagined. When it is said, “at 
his mere wish”, it is done so from the point of view of the 
easy availability of the other means that lead to the fulfilment 
of the desire as it is seen in the case of a king. Moreover, the 
manes and others who follow the dictates of one’s desires will 
be as unsteady as the other things fancied by the mind, so that 
they will not be able to provide sufficient enjoyment. 

Vedantin : This being the position, we say, 


aHetad I ad-Ae: USI 
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q But qxeqq va from volition alone aq-se: because such 
is the Upanisadic text. 


8. (The fathers and others come) as a result of the will alone, 
because the Upanisad says so. 


The contact with the fathers and others comes about owing 
to the will alone. 

Why so? 

“Because the Upanisad says so.” For such Upanisadic texts as, 
“the manes become associated with him at his mere wish” (Ch. 
VIII. i. 1) will be compromised if other causes have to be relied 
on. As for the other factors, they may well be there if they 
come in obedience to his will; but no other means that requires 
an additional effort, can be admitted, since in that case 
the volition will remain infructuous till that other factor comes 
into play. Moreover, in a matter to be known from the Upa- 
nisad, any general argument based on empirical experience has 
no application. Besides, the will of a liberated soul is different 
from any ordinary will, so that through the force of their mere 
volition these (manes and others) can remain steady for as long 
as the occasion demands. Hence this occurs through volition 
alone. 


Td Vs Aaeafeafa: ei 


@q And aaq:vq for this very reason aaeq-afaafa: without 
any other lord (to rule over). 


9. And for that very reason (a man of knowledge has) no 
other lord (to rule over him). 


“For that very reason”, just because his will cannot be 
infructuous, the man of knowledge is without any ruler, that 
is to say, none else can rule over him. For even an ordinary 
man who desires something does not wish that he should be 
dominated over by somebody else so long as he can avoid that. 
The Upanisadic text also reveals this fact in, “Again, those who 
leave this world after realizing the Self and these true desires 
get freedom of movement in all the worlds” (Ch. VIII. i. 6). 
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Topic 5: Bopy AFTER REACHING BRAHMA-LOKA 


rat aah Wag igoll 
atafe: Badari (asserts) TATA the absence (of body and 
organs) fg because (the Upanisad) aqg has said way thus. 


10. Badari asserts the absence of body and organs (for one 
who reaches the Brabma-loka—the world of Brahman), for the 
Upanisad says so. 


From the text, “The manes become associated with him at 
his mere wish” (Ch. VIII. ii, 1) it becomes established that the 
mind at least exists as the instrument of desire (even after 
realizing the qualified Brahman). Now it is being examined 
whether the body and the sense-organs also exist or do not 
exist for the man who attains divine powers. As to that, the 
teacher Badari thinks that the body and senses do not exist for 
the man of knowledge who becomes thus exalted. 

How can this be so? 

Because the scriptural passage runs thus: “He becomes 
delighted by seeing mentally (through these divine mental eyes) 
these desirable things that exist in the world of Brahman” (Ch. 
VIII. xii. 5). Were it the case that he roamed about with his 
mind, as well as body and sense-organs, then the specific men- 
tion of “mentally” would not have occurred. Hence there is 
absence of body and sense-organs after liberation. 


wat sifafafancarrarrg 11221 


aifafa: Jaimini (asserts) wray the existence (of body and 
sense-organs) fameq-aratar since the Upanisad speaks of 
option. 


11. Jatmini asserts the existence of body and sense-organs 
(after the realization of the qualified Brahman), since the Upa- 
nisad speaks of option. 


The teacher Jaimini thinks that like the mind, the body and 
sense-organs also exist for the liberated man, since in the text, 
“He remains one, he becomes threefold, fivefold” etc. (Ch. VII. 
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xxvi. 2) the Upanisad mentions that he has the option of chang- 
ing his state variously. And diversification without a difference 
of bodies is not easy to accomplish. Although this diversification 
is read of in the Upanisad as a matter of option in the context 
of the knowledge of the absolute, Infinite (Brahman), still it is 
presented there (in that context) for the sake of eulogizing the 
knowledge of the Infinite, just because this divine power does 
accrue as a matter of fact in the context of the knowledge of 
the qualified Brahman; and hence this result does actually 
emerge in connection with the meditation on the qualified 
Brahman. 


AMSAT ATATISA: UI 


aa: Hence areca: Badardyana (considers the released soul 
as) wwa-fray of both characteristics greq-agaq like the 
Dvadasaha sacrifice. 


12. Hence Badarayana considers the released souls to be of 
both kinds (i.e. with or without bodies and senses) just as it is 
the case with the DvddaSaba (twelve-day) sacrifice. 


Vedantin : “Hence”, because both these indicatory marks are 
noticed in the Upanisad, therefore the teacher Badarayana thinks 
that it 1s valid both ways. When a liberated soul wishes to have 
a body, he gets one; and when he desires to remain without it, 
he has none; for his will is true and desires are diverse. This is like 
tne sacrifice performed for twelve days (Dvdadasaha). Just as a 
DvdadaSaha can be both a satra and an ahina', because the Vedas 
present indicatory marks of both, so also is the case here. 


TAT GETACITT: UA 
aq-arara In the absence of a body, (the fulfilment of desires) 
gqqd :; becomes reasonable AeFAG as it is in dream. 


*The same rite Dvdadasaba is sometimes spoken of (with the verbs 
upayanti, dsiram) as resorted to by many sacrificers, in which case it 
becomes a Satra; again it is enjoined (with yajayet) that a man desiring 
progeny should be made to perform the DvéadaSaba sacrifice, in which 
case it becomes an abina, because of the injunction about the sacrifice 
itself and the specification of the sacrificer. 
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13. In the absence of a body, the fulfilment of desires is 
reasonably possible as in dreams. 


In the view that the body, together with the sense-organs, 
ceases to exist in liberation, the liberated souls can have their 
desires for manes and others fulfilled (through their minds 
alone) by merely feeling their presence just as one would have 
them in a dream. For it can be justified in this way: 


Wa Was evi 


ata When there is existence (of the body etc.), (the fulfil- 
ment occurs) @fye_q as in the waking state. 


14. When the body exists, the fulfilment of the desires is gust 
as in the waking state. 


In the view, however, that the body exists, the liberated soul 
can reasonably have desires for father and others fulfilled by 
their actual presence just as much as in the waking state. 


Topic 6: ENtry INTO MANny Boples 


Doubt: In the aphorism, “Jaimini asserts the existence of 
body and sense-organs, since the Upanisad speaks of option” 
(IV. iv. 11), it has been stated that the liberated soul is possessed 
of a body. Now when on becoming threefold and so on (Ch. 
VII. xxvi. 2), many bodies are created, one would like to know 
whether these bodies are created lifeless like wooden puppets, 
or they are endowed with animation. 

Opponent: When this is asked, one may conclude that since 
the mind and the soul cannot be separated,? and hence they 
remain (encaged in and) associated with a single body, the 
other bodies must be lifeless. 

Vedantin: Such being the assertion, the aphorist explains: 


*The soul, though all-pervading, resides only in one mind that bears 
the impressions of all past actions. The new minds cannot have these 
impressions. 
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watqqaraarern fe carafe new 
aTaq: Entry (i.e. animation occurs) yélyqaq like a lamp; 
fg for qar so aarafa (the scripture) reveals. 


15.The released soul can animate different bodies like a lamp, 
for the scripture shows this to be so. 


Just as a single lamp can appear to be many through its power 
of transformation (i.e. lighting up other lamps from itself), so 
also the man of knowledge, though one, can through his divine 
power become many and enter into all the bodies (to animate 
them). 

How can this be so? 

Because the scripture shows it thus that one can become 
many: “He remains one, he becomes threefold, fivefold,” etc. 
(Ch. VII. xxvi. 2). This cannot be possible if the illustration of 
the wooden puppets be accepted, nor can it be possible if these 
are understood to be animated by other souls. And bodies 
without souls can have no movement. As for the argument that 
since the mind and soul cannot be separated, there is no possi- 
bility for the soul to become associated with many bodies, that 
creates no difficulty. For as he is possessed of inevitable will, 
he will create bodies equipped with minds that will act in accord 
with a single mind. When these are created, the same soul can 
also appear as their separate rulers in conformity with the differ- 
ences in the limiting adjuncts. This is the process described in 
the Yoga scriptures as well about the assumption of many 
bodies by the Yogzims. 

Opponent : How again can it be admitted that a liberated man 
can have such divine powers as of entering into many bodies, 
since texts like, “then what should one know and through 
what? Through what should one know that owing to which 
all this is known?” (Br. IV. v. 15), “But there is not that second 
thing separated from it which it can know” (Br. IV. iii. 30), “It 
becomes transparent like water—one, the witness, and without a 
second” (Br. IV. iii. 32), and other texts of this kind deny the 
existence of particularized knowledge? 

Vedantin: Hence comes the answer of the aphorist: 
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maaaerateaaerntacad fF ue 


aTaat-avaq From either of the two viewpoints q-3aTq- 


aqeat: of deep sleep and absolute union; fg because arfaspe 
(this is) made clear (in the Upanisad). 


16. (The declaration of the absence of particularized know- 
ledge is made) from either of the two points of view, viz deep 
sleep and absolute union; for this is made clear in the Upanisad. 


Svadpyaya (lit. merger in oneself) means deep sleep, as is 
shown in the Upanisadic text, “He becomes merged in his Self, 
and that is why they speak of him thus: ‘He is deep asleep’ (lit. 
‘He is in his Self’)” (Ch. VI. viii. 1). And sampatti (lit. attain- 
ment of a state) means liberation, as shown by the Upanisadic 
text, “Having been Brahman, he becomes Brahman” (Br. IV. 
iv, 6). Having in view either of these two states, it is asserted 
thus that there is an absence of particularized knowledge. This 
Is said sometimes in relation to the state of deep sleep and some- 
times to absolute liberation. 

How is this known? 

Because this is made clear by the Upanisad under a context 
dealing with that very subject in such sentences as, “The Self 
comes out as a separate entity from these elements and the 
separateness is destroyed with them. (After attaining this one- 
ness it has no more particular consciousness)” (Bry. II. iv. 12), 
“But when to the knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self” (Br. II. iv. 14), “Where falling asleep he craves no 
desire and sees no dream” (Br. IV. iii. 19, Ma. 5). But the state 
in which the divine powers are asserted is a different state like 
heaven etc., that comes as a result of the maturity of meditation 
on the qualified Brahman. Hence there is no defect. 


Topic 7: ACQUISITION OF DIVINE PowERS 


Doubt: Do those people, who attain union with God, while 
still having minds, acquire unlimited or limited divine powers, 
as a result of meditation on the qualified Brahman? What 
should be the conclusion? 
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Opponent: Their divine power should be without any limita- 
tion, as is obvious from the Upanisadic texts, “He himself gets 
independent sovereignty” (Tai. I. vi. 2), “All the gods carry 
presents to him” (Tai. I. v. 3), “They get freedom of movement 
in all the worlds” (Ch. VIII. i. 6, VII. xxv. 2). 

Vedantin: To this the aphorist replies: 


WIAA THUOTaaSAear as II 


(The released soul gets all the divine powers) ATT -SATAL-ASF 
barring the power of running this universe, (as is known) y#<- 


WE from the context = and aafatearang from non-contiguity. 


17. The released soul gets all the divine powers except that of 
running the universe (with its creation, continuance, and dissolu- 
tion), as is known from the context (which deals with God) 
and from the non-proximity (of the individual soul). 


It is proper that barring the power of creation etc. of the 
universe, the liberated souls should have all the other divine 
powers like becoming very minute etc. The power, however, 
of creation etc. of the universe can reasonably belong to God 
alone who exists eternally. 

Why should it be so? 

Since God forms the subject-matter of that topic, the others 
being far from being considered there. For the supreme Lord 
alone has competence for activities concerning (the creation 
etc. of) the universe, inasmuch as the fact of creation etc. is 
taught in connection with Him alone, and the word “eternal” 
is attributed to Him. The Upanisads mention that others get 
the divine powers of becoming atomic in size etc. as a result 
of search and hankering for knowing Him. Thus they are 
remotely placed from the activities connected with creation etc. 
of the universe. Moreover, from the very fact that the liberated 
souls are equipped with minds, they cannot have any unanimity, 
so that someone may at one time want the continuance of the 
universe and someone else its destruction; in this way they may 
at times be opposed to one another. If then one should seek a 
reconciliation by making all other wills dependent on one will 
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only, then that reconciler will perforce arrive at the conclusion 
that all other wills are dependent on God’s will alone. 


Seqateanteata afsfenqveweaies: esi 


(The powers of the liberated soul are unlimited) yeqa- 
owing to direct scriptural declaration gfq aq if this be the 
objection, then 4 not so, arfaarftH-qusary-se: since it is (the 
attainment) of Him (i.e. God) who appoints others as lords 
of the spheres and resides in those spheres that is spoken of. 


18. If it. be beld (that the powers of the liberated soul are 
unlimited) owing to direct scriptural declaration, then it is not so, 
since it is (the attainment) of Him (i.e. God) who appoints 
others as lords of the spberes and resides in those spheres that is 
spoken of (in the Upanisad). 


The statement was made earlier that from such direct teaching 
as “He himself gets independent sovereignty” (Tai. I. vi. 2), it 1s 
but reasonable to conclude that the liberated souls get unfettered 
divine powers. That has to be refuted. As to that, it is said that 
this is nothing damaging, “since it is God, appointing others to 
their respective spheres and Himself residing in those spheres 
that is spoken of” (in the Upanisad). It is declared that 
this bestowing of independent sovereignty is at the disposal 
of God who ordains others to be the rulers of partic- 
ular spheres and who resides in such special abodes as the 
orb of the sun. It is because of this that a little later the 
Upanisad says, “He attains the lord of the mind” (Tai. I. vi. 
2), which amounts to saying that he attains God who is the lord 
of all minds and who is ever present there as a pre-existing reality. 
It is in line with this that the Upanigsad says still later, “He 
becomes the ruler of speech, the ruler of eyes, the ruler of ears, 
the ruler of knowledge” (ibid). Thus in other places also the 
texts are to be construed as far as possible to mean that their 
divine powers are attained at the behest of God alone who exists 
eternally. 


fasroata a aa fe feafane teen 


@ And (there is a form of the supreme Lord which) faare- 
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safe does not abide in the effect, fg because arg (the Upanisad) 
has stated feafaq (His) existence qt in that manner. 


19. And there is another form of the supreme Lord that does 
not abide in the effect, for so has the Upanisad declared. 


And it is not a fact that the supreme Lord resides merely in 
the solar orb etc., within the range of effects (i.e. changeable 
things); He has also another aspect which is eternally free and 
transcendental to all changes. Thus it is that the scripture speaks 
of His existence in two forms in, “His divine majesty spreads 
that far; the whole universe of all these beings is but a quadrant 
of His. But Purusa (the infinite Being) is greater even than that, 
His three immortal quadrants being established in His own 
effulgence” (Ch. III. xii. 6), and other passages. It cannot be 
asserted that this changcless aspect is attained by those who 
stick to the other (qualificd) aspect, for they have no desire 
for that. Hence it is to be understood that just as with regard 
to the supreme Lord, possessed of two aspects, one may continue 
in His qualified aspect possessing limited powers without attain- 
ing His unqualified aspect, so also one can exist in His qualified 
aspect with limited divine powers without acquiring unfettered 
powers. 


RAIA CAAA Noll 


@q And TAT -A TAT direct knowledge (ie. Upanisads) and 
inference (i.e. Smrti) zaqq: show va thus. 


20. And both the Upanisadic and Smrti texts show thus (that 
the supreme Light is beyond all changing things). 


The Upanisadic and Smpti texts also show that the supreme 
Light is transcendental to all changes, in such passages as, “There 
the sun does not shine, neither do the moon and the stars, nor 
do these flashes of lightning shine. How can this fire? He 
shining, all these shine; through His lustre are all these variously 
Ulumined” (Ka. If. it. 15, Sv. VI. 14, Mu. ID. ti. 10)? “The sun 
does not illuminate that, nor the moon, nor fire” (Gita, XV. 6). 
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Thus it is a well-known fact that the supreme Light is beyond 
all changing things. This is the idea. 


aararafearsr W220 


@q Also w\q-ara-atea-featq from the indicatory mark (in the 
Upanisads) about the equality of mere experience. 


21. Also from the indicatory mark in the Upanisads about the 
equality of experience alone (it is known that the liberated souls 
do not get unfettered powers). 


Here is an additional reason to show that those who hold 
on to the effect (i.e. the conditioned Brahman) do not get 
unfettered powers; for from the indicatory marks declaring their 
difference as contained in the following Upanisadic passages, it 
is clear that all that they have in common with the eternally 
existing God is an equality of experience only: eg. “He (1e. 
Hiranyagarbha) said to him (when he had reached His world), 
“The liquid nectar alone is enjoyed by Me, for you also it is the 
thing to be enjoyed’” (Kau. I. 7), “As all beings adore this 
Deity, so do they adore him (who knows Him)” (By. I. v. 20), 
“Through it he attains (gradual) identity (or equality of body) 
with the Deity, or lives in the same world with Him” (Br. 
I. v. 23). 

Opponent: From such a point of view the powers will have 
degrees and so they will be subject to termination. Hence these 
liberated souls will be liable to returning to this world. 

Vedantin: Hence follows the reply of the venerable teacher 
Badarayana: 


Asta: Wealeasta: Test] Ul 


arate: There is no return eerq on the authority of scrip- 
tures, aatqfa: Weaqrq no return on the authority of scriptures. 


22. There is no return for the released souls on the strength of 
the Upanisadic declaration; there is no return for the released 
souls on the strength of the Upanisadic declaration. 


912 BRAHMA -SOTRA - BHASYA [IV. iv. 22 


Those who proceed along the path of the gods, associated 
with the nerves and the rays of the sun and divided into the 
stages of light etc., reach the world of Brahman as described 
in the scripture thus: In the world of Brahman, existing in the 
third order of heaven (i.e. Brabwza-loka) counted from this earth, 
there exist two seas called Ara and Nya, where is to be found a 
lake full of delightful food, where exists a banian tree exuding 
ambrosia, where is to be seen a city of Brahman called Aparajita 
(the unconquered), and where stands a golden palace made 
by the Lord Himself (Ch. VIII. v. 3). That world is also 
spoken of variously in the mantra and eulogistic (arthavada) 
portions. After reaching there, they do not return as others do 
from the world of Moon when deprived of their enjoyment (i.e. 
having run through their quota of experience). 

How is this known? 

From such Upanisadic passages as, “Going up through that 
nerve one gets immortality” (Ka. II. ii. 16; Ch. VIII. vi. 6), 
“They no more return to this world” (Br. VI. i. 15), “Those 
who proceed along this path of the gods do not return to this 
human cycle of birth and death (in Manu’s creation)” (Ch. IV. 
xv. 5), “He reaches the world of Brahman and does not return 
here” (Ch. VIII. xv. 1). And even though their powers come 
to an end in time, it was shown how one has no return under 
the aphorism, “On the final dissolution of the world of the 
conditioned Brahman, they attain along with the Lord of that 
world what is higher than that conditioned Brahman” (IV. iu. 
10). But non-return stands as an accomplished fact for those 
from whom the darkness (of ignorance) has been completely 
removed as a result of their full illumination and who therefore 
cling to that liberation as their highest goal which exists ever as 
an already established fact. The non-return of those who take 
refuge in the qualified Brahman becomes a fact only because 
they too have that unconditioned Brahman as their ultimate 
resort. The repetition of the portion, “There is no return on 
the strength of the Upanisadic declaration”, shows that the 
scripture ends here. 


(Figures indicate Chapter, Section, and Sitra respectively) 
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